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APPENDIX  1 


BIOLOGICAL  SPECIES  LIST 

PLANT  SPECIES  IDENTIFIED  AT 
PALMDALE  AP  PLANT  #«2 


KEY 

Importance 

A  Abundant 
C  Common 
F  Fragment 
O  Occasional 
I  Infrequent 


Habitat/Association 

Y  Yucca  brevifolia 
A  Atrjplex  canescens 
L  Larrea  tridentata 
D  Sheep  Disturbed 


Status 


♦Non-native  species 


GNETAE 


Y 


Ephedraceae  -  Joint  Fir  Family 

Ephedra  nevadensis  C 

Nevada  Morman  Tea 

DICOT  YLEDONES 


Asteraceae  -  Sunflower  Family 

Acamptopappus  sphaerocephaius 

Goldenhead 

I 

Ambrosia  dumosa 

Burro  Bush 

Hymenoclea  salsola 

Cheese  Bush 

A 

Stephanomeria  exieua 

Small  Wire  Lettuce 

O 

Tetradvmia  stenolepis 

Narrow-scaled  Felt-thorn 

O 

Brassicaceae  -  Mustard  Family 
BrasMca  tournefortii 
Sahara  Mustard 

Cactaceae  -  Cactus  Family 
Opuntia  echinocarpa 
Silver  Cholla 


Y  A  L 


Chenopodiaceae  -  Saltbush  Family 
Atrip  lex  cane  seen  s 

Four-winged  Saltbush 

Eurotia  lanata 
Winter  Fat 

Euphorbiaceae  -  Euphorbia  Family 
Eremocarpus  setiqerus 
Dove  Weed 

Stillingia  pancidentata 
Mojave  Stillingia 

Onagraceae  -  Evening  Primrose  Family 
Camissonia  boothii 

Woody  Bottlewa^er 

Polemoniaceae  -  Phlox  Family 
Er  ia strum  densifolium 
Blue  Mantle 

Polygonaceae  -  Buckwheat  Family 
Eriogonum  plumatella 
Flat-Top 

Eriogonum  mohavense 
Mohave  Buckwheat 

Olanaceae  -  Nightshade  Family 
Lycium  andersonii 
Desert  Tomato 

Lycium  cooperi 
Peach  Thorn 

Zygophyllaceae  »•  Caltrop  Family 
Larrea  tridentata 
Creosote  Bush 

MOCOTYLEDONES 


O  A 

1  O 


I 

O 


1 

O 


I 

I 


O 

O  O 


C 


Agavaceae  -  Agave  Family 
Yucca  brevifolia 
Joshua  Tree 

Poaceae  -  Grass  Family 
♦Bromus  rubens 
Red  Brome 

*Bromus  teetotum 
Downy  Brome 


F 


O  F  C 
O  C  C 


Orvzopsis  hvmenoides 
Indian  Ricegrass 

Poa  scabrella 

Pine  Bluegrass 

Schismus  barbatus 

Mediterranean  Grass 


Stipa  speciosa 

Desert  Needlegrass 


VERTEBRATE  SPECIES  OBSERVED  ON-SITE 
AND  REPORTED  IN  THE  AREA  (a) 


Scientific  Name  (Amphibians  &  Reptiles)  Common  Name 


Dipsosaurus  dorsalis 
Cnemidophorous  iigris 
Callisaurus  draconoides 
Crotaphytus  collaris 
Uma  scoparia 
Crotaphytus  wislizenii 
Gerrhonotus  multicarinatus 
Uta  stansburiana 
Gopherus  agassizi 
Crotalus  viridis 
Crotalus  cerastes 
Tantilla  planiceps 
Bufo  boreas 
Xantusia  vigilis 

Eremophila  alspestris  (Avifauna) 

Corvus  corax 

Cathartes  aura 

Lanius  ludovicianus 

Falco  sparverius 

Geococcyx  californianus 

Lophortyx  californicus 

Buteo  iamaicensis 

Accipter  cooperii 

Hylocichla  guttata 

Dendroica  auduboni 

Chamaea  fascia ta 

Amphispiza  belli 

Icterus  parisorum 

Tyto  alba 

Zenaidura  macroura 

Taxostoma  lecontei 

Gymnorhinus  cyanocephala 

Camphylorhynchus  brunneicapillum 

Hesperiphona  vespertina 

Bombycilla  cedrorum 

Stumus  vulgaris 

Columbia  livia 

Hirundo  rustica 

Euphagus  cyanocephalos 

Elanus  leucurus 

Passer  domesticus 

Stumella  neglecta 

Minus  polyglottos 


Desert  iguana 

Western  whiptail  (observed) 

Zebra -tailed  lizard 

Collared  lizard 

Fringe -toed  lizard 

Long-nose  leopard  lizard 

Southern  alligator  lizard 

Side -blotched  lizard  (observed) 

Desert  tortoise 

Western  rattlesnake 

Sidewinder 

Black -headed  snake 

Common  toad 

Desert  night  lizard 

Homed  lark  (observed) 

Common  raven  (observed) 

Turkey  vulture  (observed) 

Loggerhead  shrike  (observed) 

American  kestrel  (observed) 

Roadrunner  (observed) 

California  quail 

Red-tailed  hawk  (observed) 

Cooper's  hawk 

Hermit  thrush 

Audubon  warbler 

Wrentit 

Sage  sparrow 

Scott's  oriole 

Bam  owl  (pellets) 

Mourning  dove  (observed) 
Leconte's  thrasher  (observed) 
Pinyon  jay 

Cactus  wren  (observed) 

Evening  grosbeak 
Cedar  waxwing 
Starling  (observed) 

Rock  dove  (^served) 

Bam  swallow 
Brewer's  blackbird 
Black  shouldered  kite 
House  sparrow  (observed) 
Western  meadowlark  (observed) 
Mockingbird  (observed) 


Scientific  Name  (Mammals) 

Dipodornyf  deserti 
Neotoma  fuscipes 
Sylvilagus  audubonii 
Perognathus  longimembris 
Reithrodontomys  megalotis 
Sylvilagus  bach  man  i 

Perognathus  califomicas 
Taxidea  taxus 
Urocyon  cinereoargenteus 
Can  is  latrans 
Felis  domesticus 
Can  is  domesticus 


Common  Name 

Desert  kangaroo  rat 
Dusky -footed  woodrate 
Audubon's  cottontail  (observed) 
Little  pocket  mouse 
Western  harvest  mouse 
Brush  rabbit 

Black-tail  jackrabbit  (observed) 
California  mouse 
Ringtail  badger 
Grey  fox 

Coyote  (observed) 

Feral  cat  (observed) 

Feral  dog  (observed) 


(a)  Species  not  listed  as  observed  have  been  reported  in  the  Antelope  Valley  area 
Department  of  Transportation  -  Federal  Aviation  Administration  Draft  EIS  - 
Palmdale  International  Airport  -  January  1978.) 
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CORRESPONDENCE  RECEIVED  DURING  PREPARATION 
OF  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  DOCUMENTS 

Section  A 

Comments  Received  in  Response  to 
Notice  of  Intent  and  Notice  of  Preparation 
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sure  Of  CAllfO«NU  .  tUSNtSS.  TRANSKMMnON  AM)  HOUSMi  ACf  KY 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

DIVISION  OF  AERONAUTICS 

IIJO-N'  STKtT 
SACUMtNTO.  CA  »5IU 
(9I6|  322-3090 


CfOKjf  0(UKA«CJIAN.  Gom>mv 


September  19,  1984 


OC  :  1 


MSgt.  Riley  Black  PRC  P  i 

Department  of  Air  Force 

146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 

5030  Balboa  Boulevard 

Van  Nuys,  CA  91409 

Dear  Sergeant  Black: 

Department  of  Air  Force’s  NOP  for 
146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  National  Guard 
Van  Nuys,  Base  Relocation  EIR-EIS.  SCH  184080104 

Upon  review  of  subject  NOP,  specific  comments  are  difficult 
to  provide  at  this  stage  until  the  final  location  of  the  Air 
National  Guard  Wing  is  determined.  When  this  decision  is 
made,  consideration  should  be  given  t'  the  issues  of  noise 
and  safety  from  increased  aircraft  activities  resulting  from 
the  relocation  of  the  Wing. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  reviewing  and  commenting  on 
this  NOP. 

Sincerely, 

JACK  D.  KEMMERLY,  Acting  Chief 
Division  of  Aeronautics 


Earl  A.  Tucker,  Chief 
Air  Transportation 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 


REGION  IX 

'115  Fremont  Street 
Sen  Fiencisco.  Ce.  94105 


Mr.  Don  Williams 
ANGSL/DEV 

Andrews  AFB,  MD  20331  APR  1  9  1984 

Dear.  Mr.  Williams: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed 
the  Notice  of  Intent  for  the  project  titled  RELOCATION  OF  THE 
146  TACTICAL  AIRLIFT  WING  FROM  VAN  NUYS  AIRPORT  TO  NAS  POINT 
MUGU,  CALIFORNIA. 

Our  review  is  based  on  the  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  (CEQ)  Regulations  (40  CFR  Parts  1500-1508).  We  have 
the  enclosed  comments  to  offer  at  this  time. 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed 
project.  Please  send  three  copies  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  to  this  office  at  the  same  time  it  is 
officially  filed  with  our  Washington,  D.C.  office.  We  also 
request  notification  of  any  public  hearings  to  be  held  on 
this  project.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me 
at  (415)  974-8188  or  FTS  454-8188. 


Sincerely  yours, 


y  iK^retta  K4hn  Barsaroian, 
FT^ZIS  Review  Section 


Chief 


Enclosure 


Water  Quality  Ccanments 

For  each  alternative  the  DEIS  should: 

1.  Demonstrate  the  proposed  project's  consistency  with 
Executive  Order  11988  titled  "Floodplain  Management," 
dated  May  24,  1977. 

2.  Completely  describe  current  drainage  patterns  in  the 
project  locale. 

3.  Assess  how  altering  drainage  patterns  and  characteristics 
will  affect  drainage  hydrology,  surface  runoff,  erosion 
potential,  soils,  vegetation,  and  therefore  water  quality. 

4.  Identify  any  project  impacts  on  riparian  (in-stream) 
habitats  or  conditions  (such  as  changes  in  substrate, 
direction  of  stream  flow  or  sediment  levels). 

5.  Evaluate  the  potential  for  increased  toxicity  in  the 
stream  due  to  either  discharge  to  the  streams  or  runoff 
from  surrounding  areas. 

6.  Discuss  the  project's  conformity  with  state  and  local 
water  quality  management  plans  and  Federal-state  water 
quality  standards. 

7.  Identify  appropriate  mitigation  measures  to  protect  water 
quality  both  during  and  after  project  construction. 

404(b)  Permit  Comments 

The  Los  Angeles  District  Office  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  should  be  contacted  to  determine  the  need  for  a 
Section  404  discharge  permit  for  any  portion  of  the  proposed 
project.  If  a  permit  is  required,  EPA  will  review  the  project 
for  compliance  with  Federal  Guidelines  for  Specification  of 
Disposal  Sites  for  Dredged  or  Fill  Material  (40  CFR  230) , 
promulgated  pursuant  to  Section  404(b) (1)  of  the  Clean  Water 
Act.  Our  evaluation  would  focus  on  the  maintenance  of  water 
quality  and  the  protection  of  wetlands,  fishery  and  wildlife 
resources.  If  applicable,  the  results  of  further  study  should 
indicate  the  amount  of  dredging  required,  potential  disposal 
sites,  types  of  fill  material  to  be  utilized,  and  quantities  to 
be  discharged  into  waters  and  wetlands  that  fall  under  Section 
404  jurisdiction. 


Air  Quality  Comments 


For  each  alternate  location  (Van  Nuys,  Pt.  Nugu  NAS»  Norton 
AFB,  and  Palmdale) »  the  OBIS  should; 

1.  Describe  present  air  quality  in  terms  of  all  pollutants 
addressed  by  the  National  Ambient  Air  Ouaity  Standards 
(NAAQS):  carbon  monoxide,  nitrogen  dioxide,  sulfur 
oxides,  ozone,  hydrocarbons,  total  suspended  particulates, 
and  lead.  Ambient  levels  should  be  c^pared  with  the 
NAAQS,  and  the  number  of  violations  in  recent  years 
indicated.  It  should  be  noted  in  the  DEIS  that  each 
location  is  in  an  area  designated  as  a  Nonattainment  Area 
for  one  or  more  of  the  pollutants  listed  above. 

2.  Dt^scribe  the  aircraft  operations  that  are  expected  to 
occur  in  the  foreseeable  future.  The  description  should 
include  the  number  and  type(s)  of  aircraft  as  well  as  the 
expected  frequency  of  each  kind  of  operation. 

3.  Describe  the  air  pollutant  emissions  that  will  result 
from  aircraft  operations.  Please  refer  to  EPA  publication 
AP-42;  Compilation  of  Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors. 

4.  Describe  the  impact  of  those  aircraft  emissions  upon 
ambient  air  quality  in  terms  of  all  pollutants  listed 
above.  Resulting  ambient  air  quality  levels  should  be 
compared  with  the  NAAQS,  and  the  number  of  expected 
violations  specified. 


1  OFt^lCE  OF  PUNNING  AND  RESEARCH 

1400  TfMTN  STMfT 
SAOUMtHTO.  CA  tMI4 


DATE:  30,  1984 


TO: 

FROM: 


Reviewing  Agencies 


John  B.  Ohanian 
Chief  Deputy  Oirecto'r 


Department  of  Air  Force's  NOP  for 

146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  National  Guard,  Van  Nuys,  Base  Relocation 
EIR-EIS,  SCH  #84080104 


Attached  for  your  comments  is  the  Department  of  Air  Force's  Notice  of  Preparation 
of  a  draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing,  Air 
National  Guard,  Van  Nuys,  Base  Relocation  EIR-EIS. 


Responsible  agencies  must  transmit  their  concerns  and  coiments  on  the 
scope  and  content  of  the  EIR,  focusing  on  specific  infonnatlon  related 
to  their  own  statutory  responsibility,  within  30  days  of  receipt  of  this 
notice.  We  encourage  commenting  agencies  to  respond  to  this  notice  and 
express  their  concerns  early  in  the  environmental  review  process. 


Please  direct  your  conrents  to: 

MSGT  Riley  Black 
Department  of  Air  Force 

146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing,  8030  Balboa  Blvd. 
Van  Nuys,  CA  91409 


with  a  copy  to  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Research.  Please  refer  to  the 
SCH  number  noted  above  in  all  correspondence  concerning  this  project. 

If  you  have  any  questions  about  the  review  process,  call  Chris  Goggin 
at  916/445-0613. 

Attachments 

cc:  MSGT  Riley  Black 
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oisiuaniot  usr  m  ao  « 


S  •  SMt  by  Laad  ACMcy 


X  •  SMt  by  CMTlRCbouM 


Asm  Cyncbty 

Air  ItMOurcM  Ba*rd 

1102  Q  Strwt  .• 

SacrsMOto,  CA  96B1A 

916/323-6 IS 1 


till  Murpby 

D«pt.  of  Rouslnf  t  Conaity  Oov't. 
981  -  lOtb  Stnot,  9tb  Floor 
SacnaMto,  a  9MU 
919/333-6170 


Barbara  Clorboo 

Oopt.  of  Boatljog  t  Batonaya 

1639  S  Straat 

Sacraaaeto,  a  96914 

916/323-9496 


Loratta  AllM 

ORatlM  AMrlcaa  torttasa  Cob. 
915  Capitol  Hall.  Hooi  266 
SaenMBto.  a  966U 
916/333-7791 


Cary  tolloaay 
California  Coaatal  Cam. 

631  BomtS  Straat,  4tt  Flaer 
Saa  Fraaclaeo,  CA  94106 
413/543>6SS9 


Stick  dal  Ctoppo 

Otflea  at  llatorle  PraaamatlM 
X)60  3Dtb  Straat 
Sacraaaato.  CA  96614 
916/445-6006 


Sbarl  HcFarlaad 
California  Cauiy  Ciaai  aaloa 
1516  Nlatk  Straat.  Ha.  300 
Sacrnaaoto.  a  96614 
916/324-3223 


Jaaaa  6.  Doyla 

Dope,  of  Parka  aad  Bacraatloa 
P.O.  ton  3380 
Saernaaata.  CA  96611 
•16/334-6421 


Spyrldoo  Sldcrla 

Caltraaa  -  Olrtaloa  of  Aamnauttea 
1130  M  Straat 
SacMMOto.  a  96614 
916/323-9966 


Caotva  Harib,  Ika.  Saetloa 
Public  Dtlllttaa  CcaaAaaloa 
350  HcAlUstar  Straat 
Saa  PraDClaeo,  CA  94102 
415/967-3396 


Hary  Kally 
Caltraaa  -  Plaaalag 
1130  N  Straat 
SacraBMto,  CA  96614 
916/323-7323 


Bobart  HrHabna 
Public  torfea  Board 
1025  P  Straat,  4tb  Floor 
SaemaMto,  CA  966U 
916/445'«332 


Oraala  O'Bryaat 
Dapt.  of  Coaaatvatloa 
1419  Xlotb  Straat,  Sogb  1394 
Sacraaaato,  CA  96614 
916/323-5673 


O  of  Mlaaa  and  GaotacF 
PIT.  of  Oil  aad  Gaa 
o  Land  Rasoureaa  Protaet.  Unit 


Mai  Sebaara 
Roclaaatloa  Board 
1416  .Nlath  Straat 
Sacrajacoto,  CA  96614 
916/445-2456 


Robart  BAtba 

9.F.  Say  CoBaarratloe  6  Dav't.  Ocaa. 
30  Vaa  Saaa  Avaoua,  Roan  2011 
Saa  Friaciaco,  CA  94102 
415/557-3686 


Robart  Tbamtt 
Oapt.  of  Flab  aad  Caor 
1416  .kiatb  Straat 
SacnwMto,  CA  96814 
916/445-1383 


Patsy  Jaeklaa 

Solid  laata  MasatMaet  Board 
lOeo  Nlatb  Straat.  Bets  300 
SacriMto,  Ci  95814 
916/332-6543 


Barry  Knda 

Dept,  of  Food  aad  Agrteultuia 
1220  X  Straat 
SaoTaMto,  CA  96S14 
916/322-1993 


Tad  FuhuahlB 
State  tanda  Cragi  aaloa 
1S07  -  I3tb  Straat 
Saeraaaaio,  U  9S614 
916/333-7813 


Deaa  Luefca 
Dept,  of 

1416  Xiatb  Straat.  I6i.  1S06-17 
Sacnaaoto,  CA  9B614 
916/323-2988 


IM  FUlloaa 

Oapt.  of  later  Raaourcaa 
1416  xutb  Straat 
SaeraMoto.  a  95614 
916/445-7416 


Jaaaa  Rarttdra 

Oapt.  of  Caeaml  Sarrleaa 

11^  TMth  Straat 

Sacrnaaoto.  CA  9M14 

916/334-0309 


Rarvay  Calliaa 
Oapt.  of  Saaltb 
714  P  Straat.  Roca  430 
Sacrnaaoto,  CA  95S14 
216/323-230S 


o 

o 

o 


DvnrtMBt  ot  TnaaDortatm 

Oaa  fr— Tnrir 

Oapkrtaaat  of  TnaoinrtotlM 
Dltrlct  1 

16SS  Daloo  Stxwt  0 

Euiotai,  a  96S01 
707/412-6761 

mcbollo  CollactMT 

Oof  rt— It  of  TnMpartatlaB 

District  a 

1057  ftivmldo  Ortvo 

iHldliV,  a  98001 

916/249-6404 


•rlsa  J.  amLth 
OoputMMt  of  ' 
Dlstrlet  S 
TWTSSoot 

C4 

916/674-4277 


Os 


Mum  Moludry 

D«i»rtBaot  ct  TnauportMtiam 
Dlotrlet  4 


Sma  Fimoeloao.  Ok  64116 
415/557-1967 


Jony  loiaor 

OcputMOt  of  TtmoiyoftmtiaB 

Dlotrlet  5 

50  Hliusim  Strmot 

8aa  Lola  Oblipo,  01  98401 

905/546-3114 


OS 


Mart  Purllor 

Dtpmrtmeat  ot  Trmaaportatlni 
Olotrlet  6 

g.orBdi-aeio 

rramo.  04  98779 
306/486-4068 

IkyiM  BmllootlM 

DcfmrtMot  of  Tzmaaportmtlaa 

District  7 

i2o  fiprlnc  Stroct 

Loo  Ai«oloo,  04  900U 

213/820-5335 

Bobsrt  Mato 

Dopmrtaoot  of  Tnnsportmtloo 
District  8 

347  foot  Third  Stroat 
Su  Bonordloo,  04  98403 
714/383-4029 

Too  Dorsk 

DcpoTTMt  of  Tzmaoportotioo 
District  9 

300  soucO^lkla  Strsot 
Blsbop,  04  94514 
714/873-6411 

Jobs  Caglloao 

DotioiTtnt  of  Traaoportotiao 
Dlstrlet  10 
P.O.  Boc  048 
Stocktoo,  04  96301 

Jla  QiooMro 

DoporaMiit  of  Traasportatloo 
District  11 

JmJrStTMt 
Saa  Dlooo.  04  98138 
714/237-6755 


Flak  «ad  Gaos  - 


loBol  Of  floss 


A.  Maylor.  RsfloBsl  Mo 
Dipartosat  at  Flab  aad 
637  Clpraao 
BaddlBB.  04  98001 
618/346*6274 


Daoarttaat  at  Flab  aad  Cai 
1701  Nlbbuo  Moad,  Oolta  A 
Baaeba  Oardcam.  tt  98670 
6M/3SB-0663 


Ol 


DaiarTaaaT  at  Flab  aa 

ToMfOrllla  FadUty,  I 
TouamiU,  a  64596 
107/644-4460 


O.  Mokaa.  Hafloaal  Ikai 
DapartBMt  of  Flbb  aad 
1234  Bast  8baa  Aaoaua 
Fraaao.  Ck  88736 
206/323-31181 


Fimd  A.  Bortblay  Jr. ,  1 
Patarfant  at  Flab  aad 
246  Bast  Broadaay 
Loaf  Baacb.  a  90808 
813/960-6113 


Bolt  B.  1^: 
aarlaa  Raooureaa  Baflca 
845  fast  Broubny 
Loaf  Baacb.  a  90808 
813/960-6196 


Stats  Bator 


Caetrel  Board 


OStat 
Dlsl 
F.O. 


Jeaa  Jaraaeicb 

Stata  Bator  Boaouroao  Cbatrol  Board 
Dlslalca  at  Ibtar  Quality 
F.O.  Boa  100. 

Sacraaaato.  04  96801 
916/323-3413 

Jarry  Johas 

Stata  Bator  naaoiircaa  Ctaetzol  Board 
Oalta  Halt 

3129  19tb  St..  Saeraasato.  a  95818 
F.O.  Boa  100.  Shcrasaoto.  a  99501 

A1  Taac 

Stata  Batar  Baaoiireao  Cbotrol  Board 

Dlslaloo  ot  Batar  BiBbta 

901  F  Straat 

Sacrasaato.  04  968M 

616/334-6716 

Batloaal  Batar  QtaUl^  Ooatrol  Board 
Baflob  cxtr  '^AyOV^''iAn 


STATE  OF  CAllfORMIA-  BUSINESS  AND  TRANSPORTATION  ACENCV 


CCORCC  MUKAOJIAN.  Cmv/-?' 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

DISTRICT  S.  PO.  tOX  331 

SAN  eSPNAPUINO.  CAIIFORNIA  92407 


J’jiy  31,  i9n‘» 


NOP-146th  Tactical 
Airlift  Wing  Relocation 
08-Sfld-30-31.63 


MS':!  RilE'y  B]  ack 
Public  Affairs  Office 
1-'!f)th  Tractical  Airlift  Wing 
Rb30  Balboa  Boulevard 
Van  Mjys,  CA  91^109 


D=^ar  MSGT  Black; 


This  is  in  response  to  the  Notice  of  Preparation  of  a  Draft  Bivironniental 
iTpact  Report  for  the  V^6th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  Relocation.  Vte  ijould 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  proposed  DEIR  in  order 
to  evaluate  possible  impacts  to  the  transportation  system,  particularly  adopted 
State  Route  30  freeway  alignment  east  of  torton  Airforce  Base  and  on  Interstate 
Route  10  which  provides  primary  access  to  Norton  AFB  and  Tippecanoe  Avenue. 

Consideration  should  be  given  to  the  cunulative  effects  that  the  relocation 
will  have  on  the  transportation  system  from  a  "worst  case"  viewpoint, 
riscussion  of  the  impacts  to  the  transportation  system  should  include  traffic 
growtli,  traffic  safety,  drainage,  and  those  associated  with  the  construction, 
maintenance,  and  operation  of  any  anticipated  highway  improvements.  Mitigation 
for  traffic  impacts  should  consider  the  use  of  carpooling/vanpooling,  public 
transit,  and  accommudations  for  both  pedestrians  and  bicycles.  Mitigation  may 
involve  designation  of  a  rideshare  coordinator  to  encourage  utilization  of 
car/van  pools  and  public  transportation.  Costs  related  to  any  transportation 
iir.provenents,  potential  for  funding,  and  sources  of  funds  should  be  discussed. 

ihnuld  any  work  be  required  within  state  highway  right  of  way,  Caltrans  would 
be  a  responsible  agency  and  may  require  that  certain  nitigation  measures  be 
provl'led  as  a  condition  of  permit  issuance. 

V.'e  urge  early  and  continuous  liaison  Trfith  Caltrans  on  proposed  plans  as  they 
affect  state  highTvays. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Richard  A.  Dennis  at  (7iJj)  383-11165. 
Very  truly  yours, 


R.  C.  ROTE 

Cnief,  Transportation  Planning 
Brooch  A  (Planning) 


CKMCi  MUKMEJIAN.  OtMmmr 


I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

a 


STATt  Of  CAUKatNIA— BUMNtSS  ANO  WANS>0>TATlON  ACeMCV 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

IXSTRiCT  7.  P.o.  lOX  2304.  lOS  ANGCICS  tOOSI 

(213)  620-5335 


August  2,  1984 


Msgt  Riley  Black 
Public  Affairs  Office 
146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
8030  Balboa  Blvd. 

Van  Nuys,  CA  91409 


Notice  of  Preparation 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 


g  Dear  Msgt  Black: 

We  have  received  the  Notice  of  Preparation  for  the  146th  Tactical 
I  Airlift  Wing's  Base  Relocation  EIR/EIS.  At  this  time  we  cannot 

*  determine  if  CALTRANS  will  be  a  responsible  agency  for  this  pro¬ 

ject.  Any  encroachments  on  to  CALTRANS  right-of-way  for  signing, 
signalization,  ramp/ interchange  improvements,  etc.,  will  require  a 
f  permit  from  this  agency.  The  proposed  environmental  document  should 

review  and  evaluate  the  base  relocation's  Impacts  upon  the  operation 
I  of  State  transportation  facilities,  and  the  measures  needed  to  miti¬ 

gate  them. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment.  For  additional  infor- 
I  macion  contact  Kreig  Larson  at  (213)  620-2819. 

Very  truly  yours, 

I 

Environmental  Planning  Branch 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 


W.  B.  BALLANTINE,  Chief 


PUBLIC  WORKS  AGENCY 

county  of  veitura 


Mwinr  —  AdminiftratiM  SanricM 

Paul  W.  Ruffin 


August  2,  1984 


MSgt.  Riley  Black 
Public  Affairs  Office 
146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
8030  Balboa  Boulevard 
Van  Nuys,  CA  91409 

Subject:  VAN  NUYS  BASE  RELOCATION  EIR/BIS 
Gentlemen: 


OigNilif  DifMioft 

RonBrazill 

RmI  Prapartv  SarvicM 
Al  F.  Knuth 

TfanmviBtioA 

T.  M.  Mof^ 
CnalnMrina  SanncM 
G.  J.  Wowek 

Flaod  CuvalAWmr  Wwoufcw 


By  letter  dated  July  23,  1984  you  requested  information  relating 
to  the  potential  relocation  of  the  Van  Nuys  base  to  one  of  three 
potential  sites,  one  of  which  is  located  in  Ventura  County  for 
purposes  relating  to  an  EIR/EIS.  Our  conments  ere  as  follows. 

1.  The  commment  submitted  below  represents  the  interests  of  only 
the  Ventura  County  Flood  Control  District. 

2.  Nugu  Drain,  a  channel  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Flood 
Control  District,  passes  through  the  property  in  a  north- 
south  direction.  We  presently  consider  adjacent  land  as 
subject  to  flood  hazard. 

Information  indicating  the  flood  plain  of  this  channel  and 
any  impacts  resulting  from  this  activity  should  be  contained 
in  the  EIR/Bis.  Mitigating  measures  should  be  developed  for 
any  adverse  impacts. 

Consideration  should  be  given  to  not  only  onsite  impacts,  but  also 
offsite  impacts  to  adjacent  land. 

If  you  have  any  questions  on  the  above,  feel  free  to  contact  this 
office. 


Very  truly  yours, 

G.  J.  Nowak,  Deputy  Director  of  Public  Works 
Flood  Control  and  Water  Resources  Department 


By 


W.  G.  Nay^n,  Senior  Engineer 


W6H/tb 

cc:  Rich  Guske 


800  South  Vieieri»A«snii»,Vm«tun.CA  83008 


STATI  Of  CAIWORNIA— MCAITM  ANO  VVtUAM  AOfNOT 


OCOMif  OIMMftMAM. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  SERVICES 

list  UMflCV  WAV 
UtUifV.  CA  *4704 

415/540-2665 

August  6,  1964 


MSGT  Riley  Black 
Public  Affairs  Office 
146th  Tactical  Airlift  Ning 
8030  Balboa  Boulevard 
Van  Kuys,  California  91409 

SUBJECT:  Notice  of  Preparation  for  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing, 

Air  National  Guard,  Van  Nuys,  Base  Relocation  EIR/EIS 

The  Oepartaent  has  reviewed  the  subject  enviromental  document  and  offers 
the  following  comments. 

Enclosed  for  your  information  is  a  doctaaent  prepared  by  the  Noise  Control 
Program  entitled,  "Guidelines  for  Noise  Study  Reports  idiich  indicates 

the  type  of  information  the  Department  considers  isqportant  in  EIRs. 

Specifically,  the  EIR  should  estimate  the  number  of  residences  likely  to  be 
affected  by  noise  from  the  addition  of  74  operations  daily  (37  departures 
and  arrivals)  at  each  of  the  three  relocation  sites.  Single  event  noise 
levels  for  the  operations  at  typical  residential  sites  should  be  estiMted. 
The  improvement,  if  any,  at  Van  Nuys,  should  be  described  as  well. 

If  you  have  any  q|uestions  or  need  further  inforsMtion  concerning  these  com¬ 
ments,  please  contact  Dr.  Jerome  Lukas  of  the  Noise  Control  Program,  Office 
of  Local  Environmental  Health  Programs,  at  2151  Berkeley  Way,  Room  No.  613, 
Berkeley,  California  94704,  415/540-2665. 

Stuart  B.  Richardsm,  Jr,  R.S.,  Chief 
Office  of  Local  Environmental  Health  Programs 


NOISE  CONTROL  PROGRAM 

Enclosure 

cc:  Environmental  Health  Division 
State  Clearinghouse 


Guidelines  for  Noise  Study  ReMrts  ss  Put  of  EuTironmental 

Imptct  Heports 

CalffttnUa  Office  cf  Noise  Control 

Ctlifornia  Deputment  of  Health  Services 
2151  Berkeley  Way 
Berkdey,  California  94704 


May  1982 


Because  complaints  altout  environmental  noise  are  so  frequent,  the  Office  of  Noise  Control 
recommends  that  every  project  with  a  potential  for  increasing  environmental  noise  levels  or 
which  may  be  affected  by  existing  or  future  noise  sources  should  have  a  Noise  Study  Report 
This  report  assesses  how  noise  levels  associated  with  the  project  may  affect  people.  Tt»  infor* 
mation  contained  in  the  Noise  Study  Report  should  be  summarized  in  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report  or  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  and  kept  on  file  by  the  lead  agency  for 
review  by  those  with  a  specific  interest  in  noise. 

The  attached  is  designed  to  help  those  who  prepare  Noise  Study  Reports  and  Environmental 
Impact  Reports  and  reviewers  of  Environmental  Impact  Reports.  Because  there  are  so  many 
different  combinations  of  noise  sources  and  receivers  (people  impacted  by  those  sources),  it  is 
virtually  impossible  to  develop  guidelines  that  cover  all  situations.  Nevertheless,  the  guidelines 
should  help  to  bring  some  consistency  to  the  way  noise  information  is  presented  in  environ¬ 
mental  documents 


Suggested  Contents  of  • 
Noise  Study  Report 


I.  A  brief  description  of  the  project  in  terms  of  hs  effect  on  the  noise  environment  and  a 
description  of  the  existing  noise  environment  and  its  impact  upon  the  project  (homes  near 
a  freeway,  for  example). 

II.  Two  scale  maps  ••  one  showing  the  existing  setting  and  the  proposed  project  with  adjacent 
land  uses,  receptors,  and  noise  sources  identified,  and  the  second  map  showing  the  future 
condition  (use  a  time  span  of  no  less  than  10  years,  unless  the  project’s  life  span  is  less) 
with  the  proposed  project  and  proposed  land  uses,  receptors,  and  noise  sources  identified. 

ni.  A  detailed  survey  of  the  existing  noise  environment. 

A.  The  noise  survey  should  encompass  the  proposed  project  area  and  must  include  any 
noise  sensitive  receptors,  both  near  and  far.  The  survey  should  esublish  the  exist¬ 
ing  ambient  noise  level  which  may  then  be  used  to  evaluate  compliance  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  project  with  applicable  noise  sundards.  The  standards  should  be  local  (city, 
county)  but  in  their  absence  state  or  federal  standards  may  be  used  The  rationale 
for  the  selection  of  noise  survey  sites  should  be  included  in  the  report. 

B.  The  survey  should  cover  the  time  periods  when  the  noise  environment  may  be 
affected  by  the  proposed  project. 

C.  The  survey  should  encompass  enough  days  to  be  represenutive  of  the  existing  "nor¬ 
mal*  noise  environment.  Discussion  of  the  similarity  or  dissimilarity  of  the  noise 
environment  during  the  survey  period  with  that  during  other  times  of  the  year 
should  be  included. 

D.  For  the  time  periods  measured,  the  reported  noise  data  should  include  the  Lcc^  L|, 
Lio.  L50,  L90,  and  identification  of  typical  noise  levels  emitted  by  existing  sources.  If 
day  and  night  measurements  are  made,  report  the  Li„  also.  is  approximately 
equal  to  CNEL;  either  descriptor  may  be  used.  It  is  imperative  that  the  descriptor 
conform  to  that  used  in  the  appropriate  standard. 

E.  Summarize  the  present  environment  by  providing  a  noise  contour  map  showing  lines 
of  equal  noise  level  in  S  dB  steps,  extending  down  to  Ldn  60.  In  quiet  areas  lower 
contours  should  be  shown  also. 

F.  Identify  the  noise  measurement  equipment  used  in  the  survey  by  manufacturer, 
type,  and  date  of  last  calibration. 

IV.  A  description  of  the  future  noise  environment  for  each  project  alternative.  The  scope  of 
the  analysis  and  the  metrics  used  will  depend  on  the  type  of  project,  but  as  a  minimum 
the  following  information  must  be  provided: 

A.  Discussion  of  the  type  of  noise  sources  and  their  proximity  to  potentially  impacted 
areas. 

B.  Operations/activity  data: 

1.  Average  daily  level  of  activity  (traffic  volume,  flights  per  day.  hours  on  per 
day,  etc.). 

2.  Distribution  of  activity  over  day  and  nighttime  periods,  days  of  the  week,  and 
seasonal  variations. 

3.  Composition  of  noise  sources  (%  trucks,  aircraft  fleet  mix,  machinery  type, 
etc.). 


Summuixation  of  Noise  Study  Reports  in  Environmental 
Impact  Reports  or  Statements 


Information  included  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  or  Statement  should  be  a  summary 
of  the  noise  study.  The  following  iitformalion  must  be  included; 

A.  Maps  showing  the  existing  setting  and  the  proposed  project  with  adjacent  land  uses 
and  noise  sources  identified.  Pertinent  distances  should  be  noted. 

B.  A  desCTiption  of  the  existing  noise  environment 

C.  The  change  in  the  noise  environment  for  each  project  alternative. 

D.  A  discussion  of  the  impacts  for  the  alternatives. 

E  A  discussion  of  the  compatibility  of  the  project  with  the  applicable  Noise  Element  of 
the  General  Plan  or  the  most  applicable  noise  laws  or  ordinances. 

F.  A  discussion  of  mitigation  measures,  clearly  identifying  the  locations  and  number  of 
people  affected  when  mitigation  is  not  feasible. 

G.  Statements  of;  (1)  where  to  obtain  a  copy  of  the  Noise  Study  Report  from  which 
the  information  was  taken  (or  the  Noise  Study  Report  may  be  included  as  an  appen* 
dix,  and  (2)  the  name  of  the  consultant  who  conducted  the  Noise  Study  if  it  was  not 
conducted  by  the  author  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report. 


ONC  S/82 


DEPARTMENT  OF 
REGIONAL  PLANNING 

320  West  Temple  Street 
Los  An^tle^ 
California  90012 

974  &401 

August  6|  198A  Norman  Murdocf> 

Planning  Director 


Master  Sergeant  Riley  Black 
Assistant  Public  Affairs  Officer 
146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
Air  National  Guard 
8030  Balboa  Blvd. 

Los  Angeles,  CA  91404 

Dear  Sergeant  Black: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  early  input  into  the 
preparation  of  the  EIR/EIS  for  the  relocation  of  your  opera¬ 
tions  from  the  Van  Nuys  Airport.  One  of  the  three  sites  under 
consi derat ion--Ai r  Force  Plant  #42  —  is  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  County  of  Los  Angeles.  We  are  currently  preparing  an 
Areawide  General  Plan  for  the  Antelope  Valley  and  are  certainly 
interested  in  any  proposed  projects  within  the  a r ea--e spe c i a  1 1 y 
one  as  significant  as  yours. 

Based  upon  the  description  of  your  proposed  relocation,  as 
contained,  in  the  July  28,  1984  letter  from  The  Planning  Group, 
there  are  two  areas  of  concern  that  we  suggest  be  discussed  in 
the  environmental  document:  traffic  and  noise.  The  increase 
in  local  vehicular  traffic  may  necessitate  improvements  in 
streets,  highways  and  traffic  flow  controls.  Additional  air 
traffic  may  not  only  change  noise  patterns  on  its  own,  but  may 
also  require  a  change  in  air  t ra f f i c / no i s e  patterns  of  existing 
Plant42  operations.  It  is  Important  that  "build  out"  projec¬ 
tions  be  considered  in  these  impact  assessments.  The  report 
should  discuss  potential  surrounding  land  uses,  including  the 
Palmdale  International  Airport. 

We  will  be  glad  to  review  your  draft  document  —  thanks  again 
for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Very  truly  yours, 

DEPARTMENT  OF  REGIONAL  PLANNING 
Norman  Murdoch,  Planning  Director 


Lee  Stark,  Section  Head 
Impact  Analysis  Section 

LS : mhb 


cc  : 


Eugene  Grigsby,  The  Planning  Group 


^vitalize 
?■  vannuys 


August  7,  1984 


1  financial  center  building 
14S45  victory  boulevard 
van  nuys,  California  9141 1 
818/989-0300 


J.  Eugene  Grigsby  III 
The  Planning  Group 
1728  Silverlake  Blvd. 

Los  Angeles,  CA  90026 

Re:  Air  National  Guard  Relocation 


Dear  Mr 


I  was  glad  to  see  that  the  Planning  Group  is  involved  in  the 
analysis  of  the  relocation  of  the  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
of  the  Air  National  Guard. 


This  is  certainly  an  issue  in  which  we  have  an  interest,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  consideration  of  the  "do  nothing"  alternatives. 

We  will  not  be  able  to  be  represented  at  the  scoping  meeting  sche¬ 
duled  later  this  month.  However,  we  definately  want  to  be  on  the 
mailing  list  and  to  be  informed  of  the  issues  that  are  raised  and 
the  timing  and  direction  of  the  Guard's  anticipated  move. 


We  appreciate  your  keeping  us  informed. 


Marcia  Mednick 
Project  Director 

MM:sr 

cc:  Master  Sergeant  Riley  Black 


ACCREOITEO 


•  •  ••«  .%  *« :  %*•••• 


the  administrative  center  of  the  san  fernando  valley 


PLANNING  AND  BUILDING  SERVICES  •  305  W.  THIRD  STREET  •  OXNARD,  CA  93030  •  (805)  984^57 
ncHAiD  I.  MAcoo.  MUCToc  ^gust  8*  1984 


Haster  Sergeant  Riley  Black 
Assistant  Public  Affairs  Officer 
146th  Tactical  Airlift-Wing 
Air  National  Guard 
8030  Balboa  Boulevard 
Los  Angeles.  California  91404 

Dear  Sergeant  Black: 

Re:.  Response  to  Notice  of  Preparation  for  Relocating  146th  Tactical 
Airlift  Wing 

In  the  letter  from  your  consultant  (The  Planning  Group)  dated  July  28.  the 
City  of  Oxnard  was  invited  to  participate  in  the  environmental  analysis 
process  for  the  proposed  relocation  of  the  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  from 
Van  Nuys  Airport  to  the  Naval  Air  Station  at  Point  Mugu. 

As  part  of  the  analysis,  we  request  that  consideration  be  given  to  several 
topics  in  the  EIR/EIS  as  follows: 

1.  Methods  used  to  minimize  practice  VFR  and  IFR  approaches  by  the  146th 
Tactical  Airlift  Wing  to  Oxnard  Airport  as  a  means  of  mitigating  noise 
impacts  on  surrounding  urban  areas  within  the  City  of  Oxnard. 

2.  Evaluation  of  impacts  of  projected  aircraft  noise  on  existing  and  future 
urban  development  that  could  occur  in  conformance  with  provisions  of 
adopted  plans  and  policies  for  the  easterly  and  southerly  portions 

of  Oxnard. 

3.  Evaluation  of  cumulative  impacts  of  the  entire  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
facility  on  all  basic  urban  and  community  support  services  of  the 
City  of  Oxnard.  This  evaluation  should  include  quantification  of 
any  additional  services  that  would  have  to  be  provided  by  the  City 
of  Oxnard  and  measures  necessary  to  mitigate  identified  impacts. 

In  addition,  the  relationship  of  the  total  cumulative  Impacts  should 
be  evaluated  in  terms  of  the  applicable  adopted  plans  of  the  City  of 
Oxnard  and  adjoining  entities.  The  evaluation  of  cumulative  Impacts 
should  also  include  any  other  expansion  projects  being  planned  for 
implementation  at  Point  Hugu. 

4.  Evaluation  of  impacts  of  the  proposed  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  facility 
location  or  operation  on  the  flora  and  fauna  associated  with  and/or 
dependent  upon  Mugu  Lagoon. 


M/Sgt.  Riley  Black 


-2- 


August  8,  1984 


5.  Beneficial  Impacts  of  the  proposed  relocation  to  the  City  of  Oxnard 
should  be  included  and  quantified. 


If  you  or  your  consultants  have  any  questions  about  these  i^uests,  please 
contact  Mr.  Ralph  Steele  of  the  Planning  and  Building  Services  Department 
at <805) 984-4657.  _ 


RJM:RJS:ch 

cc:  City  Manager 

Principal  Planner 
Senior  Planner 

County  of  Ventura,  RHA  Director 
City  of  Camarillo,  Planning  Director 
City  of  Port  Hueneme,  Planning  Director 
The  Planning  Group,  Attn:  Eugene  Grigsby 


City  of  Lot  Angolot  Dopartmont  of  Airports  1  world  way.  Los  Angaias.  California  90009  •  (21 3)  646-5252  Talax  65-3413 
Tom  Bradley.  Mayor 


•oardot 

I  Alipoit  Cowmfaalonara 
I  Elizabam  K.  Armatrong 

Johnnie  L  Cochran.  Jf.  AuguSt  29,  1984 

Vica  Praaidant 
Maty  Lou  CrodiaR 
Sarnual  Graanbarg 
Emmett  C.  McQaughay 

Clifton  A.  Moore 
General  Manager 
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Eugene  Grigsby 
The  Planning  Group 

'  1728  Silverlake  8oulevard 

Los  Angeles,  CA  90026 


Dear  Mr.  Grigsby; 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comnent  on  the  proposed  Air 
National  Guard  move  from  Van  Nuys  Airport.  Departmental  staff 
has  no  specific  comments  to  make  at  this  time.  However, 
continued  information  on  the  progress  of  the  environmental 
assessment  would  be  appreciated. 

It  is  further  requested  that  the  Department  be  kept  on  the 
list  tc  receive  all  pertinent  documents  and  materials  generated 
during  the  processing  of  this  project. 


Sincerely, 


M2L/EFG:jr 

cc:  W.  M.  Schoenfeld 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

24000  AviU  Road  PR'w 

Laguna  Nlgual,  California  92677  ^ 


Sapteabar  26.  1984 


Mr.  Michael  Benner 

PRC  Ekiglneerlng 

972  Town  and  Country  Road 

P.O.  Box  5367 

Orange,  California  92667 


Re:  Comments  on  Proposed  EIS/R  for  Proposed  Relocation  of  146th  Tactical 
Airlift  Vlng  to  Point  Mugu  Naval  Air  Station 

Dear  Mr.  Benner: 

In  response  to  your  letter  of  September  11.  1984  and  your  recent  telephone 
conservations  with  staff  biologists  at  the  Laguna  Niguel  Field  Office,  we 
provide  the  following  remarks. 

1.  Proposed  Relocation  Site 

Although  this  site  Is  located  in  existing  agricultural  land.  It  Is  adjacent 
and  contiguous  with  wetlands  of  Mugu  Lagoon,  Point  Mugu  Duck  Club,  and  the 
channel  associated  %rlth  the  Ormond  Beach  wetlands.  Mitigation  for  unavoidable 
habitat  losses  during  construction,  operations,  and  subsequent  maintenance 
activities  at  this  site  will  need  to  be  provided  prior  to  and/or  concurrent 
with  this  development. 

2.  Biological  Resources  Within  the  Project  Area 

The  uplands  at  the  end  of  the  main  ronmy  are  used  by  resident  and  migratory 
raptors  and  water-associated  birds.  Including  ahoreblrds  and  waterfowl.  Shall 
mammals  (e.g.  mice,  shrews,  voles)  found  In  this  upland  area  provide  prey  for 
such  rsptor  species  as  red-tailed  hawk,  northern  barrier,  and  prairie  falcon. 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  associated  with  the  duck  ponds,  the 
Federal  listed  endangered  salt  marsh  bird's  beak  (Cordylsnthus  msrltlmus 
var.  marltlmus)  has  baen  observed.  It  may  be  necessary  to  survey  the  project 
sites  for  this  plant.  If  any  plants  are  located,  consultation  under  Section  7 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  should  be  consider^  and  measures  should  be 
described  which  would  avoid  adverse  Impacts  to  this  endangered  plant. 

3.  Mitigation  Suggestions 

In  our  r^lew  of  mitigation  measures,  we  would  like  to  see  proposals  to: 

1)  prevent  deterioration  of  water  quality,  2)  restore  wetland  habitats, 

3)  discourage  bird  usage  by  attracting  tha  birds  away  from  the  facilities, 
and  4)  divert  waterfowl  flight  patterns  especially  during  the  hunting  season. 


All  these  Items  are  general  suggestions,  as  «e  are  unsure  of  the  full  scope 
of  the  proposed  activities  In  your  brief  letter.  We  suggest  that  you  provide 
a  preliminary  draft  of  the  proposed  DEIS/R  for  our  early  Input.  It  Is  sug¬ 
gested  that  you  have  the  applicant  request  a  List  of  Candidate  and  Listed 
Endangered  Species  from  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  Endnagered  Species  Office 
In  Sacramento  at  2800  Cottage  Way,  Room  E-1823.  '’scramento,  California  95825 
(Telephone  (916)  484-4935). 

We  hope  that  this  Information  has  assisted  you  in  your  preparation  of  the 
DEIS/R.  If  you  should  need  additional  information,  contact  John  Wolfe 
or  me  at  (714)  831-4270. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Nancy  M.~  Kaufman 
Field  Supervisor 
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RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  AGENCY 

'cDunty  of  ventura 


nC’i  i  '/■  VictOf  R.  Hu$b*ndl 

‘  Afincv  D<f«ciof 

(805)  654-2661 


September  25,  1984 


Master  Sergeant  Riley  Black 
146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
Air  National  Guard 
8030  Balboa  Blvd. 

Los  Angeles,  CA  91404 

Dear  Sergeant  Black: 

Ventura  County  Comoents  on  Notice  of  Preparation  EIR  for 
Relocation  of  Air  National  Guard  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 

The  above  referenced  environmental  document  has  been  reviewed  by 
appropriate  Ventura  County  agencies.  Specific  reviewing  agency 
comments  are  attached.  Please  respond  to  the  comments  as  required  by 
the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act.  All  responses  should  be 
addressed  to  the  commenting  agency  with  a  copy  to  the  Residential  Land 
Use  Section,  Resource  Management  Agency. 


Sincerely, 


ictor  R.  Husbands 
Director 

VRH.ll 

Attachments 


I 
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800  South  Victoria  Avenua.  Ventura.  CA  93009 


County  of  Ventura 
RESOURCE  KANAGEMENT  AGENCY 
KEMORANDUM 


To:  Nancy  Settle  Septeaber  Hi  1984 

From:  Scott  Johnson 

Subject:  Relocation  of  the  Air  National  Guard,  H6th  Tactical 

Airlift  Wing,  to  Point  Mugu  -  Notice  of  Preparation 


APCD  staff  has  reviewed  the  subject  document  and  recommends  an  air 
quality  impact  analysis  be  prepared  to  address  the  impact  of  the 
project  on  air  quality  and  consistency  with  the  Air  Quality  Management 
Plan  (AQHP). 

The  proposed  transfer  of  the  Air  Rational  Guard's  146th  Tactical 
Airlift  Wing  to  the  Point  Mugu  Naval  Air  Station  may  result  in  an 
increase  in  the  number  of  flight  operations  conducted  by  the  Air 
National  Guard  in  Ventura  County.  Emissions  generated  by  an  increase 
in  the  number  of  military  flight  operations  in  Ventura  County  have  not 
been  included  in  1982  AQHP  emission  forecasts.  Moreover,  the  AQMP  has 
not  identified  measures  to  mitigate  aircraft  emissions.  Therefore,  any 
additional  emissions  associated  with  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
flight  operations  conducted  by  the  Air  National  Guard  at  the  Point  Mugu 
Naval  Air  Station  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  1982  AQHP. 

Depending  on  the  amount  of  emissions  associated  with  the  increase  in 
personnel,  the  niunber  of  landings  and  take-offs  and  other  additional 
emission  sources  associated  with  the  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing,  the 
proposed  project  may  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  air  quality.' 
In  July  1983,  the  Ventura  County  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  the 
"Guidelines  for  the  Preparation  of  Air  Quality  Impact  Analyses". 
According  to  the  Guidelines,  any  project  emitting  13*7  tons  per  year  of 
reactive  organic  compounds  (ROC)  or  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx)  will 
Individually  and  cumulatively  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  air 
quality. 

APCD  staff  recommends  the  air  quality  impact  analysis  b  prepared  in 
accordance  with  the  Guidelines  referenced  above.  The  air  quality 
analysis  should  consider  ROC  and  NOx  emissions  generated  by: 

1 .  The  increase  in  vehicular  traffic  associated  with  Air  National  Guard 
personnel  commuting  to  the  Point  Mugu  Naval  Air  Station. 

2.  The  increase  in  the  number  of  flight  operations  conducted  by  the  Air 
National  Guard  from  the  Point  Mugu  Naval  Air  Station. 
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3*  stationary  eoission  sources  associated  with  the  Air  Hational  Guard 
facility  at  the  Point  Hugu  Naval  Air  Station  such  as  fuel  depots  and 
fuel  burning  equipment  of  at  least  one-million  BTU's  or  one-hundred 
horsepower. 

Emissions  associated  with  the  Air  National  Guard  personnel  commuting  to 
the  Point  Mugu  Naval  Air  Station  should  be  calculated  using  the 
procedure  outlined  in  Appendix  B  to  the  Guidelines.  Emissions 
generated  by  the  projected  increase  in  the  number  of  flight  operations 
conducted  by  the  Air  National  Guard  at  the  Point  Mugu  Naval  Air  Station 
should  be  determined  using  emission  factors  contained  in  Appendix  L 
(pages  224-225)  to  the  1982  Ventura  County  Air  Quality  Management  Plan. 
Emissions  generated  by  any  stationary  emission  sources  should  be 
calculated  using  emission  factors  contained  in  EPA'S  publication  AP-42, 
"Compilation  of  Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors".  Additionally,  A 
CALINE  3  model  should  be  used  to  determine  carbon  dioxide  (CO)  emission 
levels  associated  with  the  increase  in  vehicular  traffic  on  major 
streets  and  intersections  surrounding  the  Point  Hugu  Naval  Air  Station 
due  to  the  additional  personnel. 

If  the  air  quality  analysis  indicates  the  project  will  have  a 
significant  adverse  impact  on  air  quality,  mitigation  measures  should 
be  identified  and  emission  reductions  calculated  for  each  measure  based 
on  the  project  completion  date. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Chuck  Thomas  of  my  staff  at 
654-2799. 


CTANG 


County  of  Ventura 
PLANNING  DIVISION 

MEMORANDUM 

\  '  \ 

Jo;  Nancy  Settle _  ;  Date:  September  7.  1934 

From:  Jeff  Walker _  Reference  No.: _ 

Subject:  NOP  for  Air  National  Guard  Relocation 


The  following  provides  a  summary  of  my  comments  and  those  provided  by  Todd.  The 
exact  location  of  the  200  -  250  acres  required  for  the  relocation  is  unknown  at 
this  time,  so  the  comments  are  somewhat  general. 

1.  Loss  of  agricultural  land  (see  Federal  Reg.  7  CFR  Part  658,  July  5, 
1984,  Part  3,  Dept,  of  Agriculture). 

2.  Impacts  (noise,  dust,  increase  population,  etc.)  on  surrounding 
agricultural  land. 

3.  Impacts  on  game  preserve  adjacent  to  Navy  base. 

4.  Increased  flooding  potential  and  impacts  on  Mugu  Lagoon  due  to 
additional  run-off  from  facility. 

5.  Impacts,  such  as  noise,  on  surrounding  residences  and  Mugu  State  Park. 

6.  Traffic  impacts. 

7.  Potential  need  for  approval  from  Coastal  Commission  because  of  impacts 

in  Coastal  Zone.'  /  '  , 

8.  Possible  growth  inducing  impacts  depending  on  the  growth  of  the  Airlift 
Wing. 

9.  Offsite  demands  and  impacts  from  the  possible  1500  people  coming  in  for 
weekend  duty. 

10.  What  kinds  of  impacts  could  be  expected  from  a  full-scale  practice 
"alert”,  and  how  many  such  practices  could  be  expected  each  year? 

11.  Visual  impacts. 

12.  Will  there  be  any  explosive  materials  stored  on  the  site  like  there  is 
at  the  Mugu  Navy  Base? 

13.  Air  Quality  impacts  to  the  Oxnard  Plain  Airshed.  Does  the  AQtfP  provide 
for  such  a  facility? 


MS: 11: 161 
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United  States 
Department  of 
Agriculture 


Soil 

Conservation 

Service 


2S26  Chiles  Road 
Davis.  CA  95616 
(916)  449-2848 


Subject:  LEG  AFF  -  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  Date:  July  13,  1984 


To:  Persons  Interested  in  Farmland  Protection  File  Code:  320 


Attached  is  the  Final  Rule  for  implementing  the  "Farmland  Protection  Policy 
Act",  Subtitle  I,  PL  97-98. 

The  L’SDA  employees  in  field  locations  will  receive  training  in  their 
responsibilities  relative  to  the  implementation  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
later  this  summer. 

In  the  interim,  please  direct  your  questions  concerning  the  Final  Rule  to: 


Darwyn  Briggs 
2828  Chiles  Road 
Davis.  CA  95616 
Phone:  (916)  449-2849 


DARLTTN  H.  BRIGGS,  Chairman 

USDA's  California  Land  Use  Committee 


Attachment 


Thursday 
July  5,  1984 


Part  III 

Department  of 
Agriculture _ 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
7  CFR  Part  658 

Farmland  Protection  Policy;  Rnai  Rule 


:r7i6 
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department  of  agriculture 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
7  CFR  Part  656 

Farmland  Protection  Policy 

agency:  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

.Agriculture. 

action:  Final  rule. 

summary:  This  action  promulgates  a 
rule  for  implementation  of  the  Farmland 
Protection  Policy  AcL  Subtitle  1  of  Title 
XV  of  the  Agriculture  and  Food  Act  of 
1981.  Pub.  L  97-98.  The  rule  will  add  a 
new  Part  653  to  Title  7  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  establishing  criteria 
for  identifyi.ng  and  considenne  the 
effects  of  federal  programs  on  the 
conversion  of  farralan211d_ 
nor.agriculturai  uses  and  ideotin'ing 
technical  assistance  to  agencies  of  state, 
federal  and  local  govetrimecta  that  will 
be  provided  by  the  Department  of 
.Agriculture. 

EFFECTIVE  date;  This  rule  becomes 
effective  August  6. 1984. 

FCR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT 

Howa.-d  C  Tanke.’siey.  Executive 
Secretary.  L'SD.A  Land  Use  Issues 
'•larking  Greup.  Sail  Conservation 
Service.  P.O.  Box  2390.  Washington.  O.C. 
:2013.  telephone  202-382-1353. 

SUPFUEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  A 

proposed  rule  was  published  fer  public 
csm.'T.ent  on  July  12. 1983.  in  the  Federal 
Register,  Vol.  48.  .No.  134.  pp.  31863- 
Ol-see.  and  149  responses,  containing 
hundreds  of  comments,  were  received 
dunng  the  comment  period,  which  waa 
originally  set  to  e.xpire  September  12. 
but  was  e.xtended  through  October  1. 
1983.  (See  Federal  Register,  September  2. 
;963.  p.  39944).  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  made  a  number  of 
cha.nges  and  additions  to  the  rile  as 
proposed  in  response  to  several  issues 
raised  in  the  comments.  Because  several 
of  these  modiFications  will  have  the 
effect  of  limiting  the  scope  of  the  rule, 
the  Department  considered  republishing 
the  rule  in  proposed  form  for  eddibonai 
comments.  However,  since  the 
significance  of  the  changes  and 
addibens  is  not  so  great  as  to  require 
such  republicabon.  it  has  been 
determined  that  any  benefit  that  could 
be  derived  from  addibonai  public 
review  does  not  warrant  funber  delay  in 
establishing  an  effective  final  rule. 

The  most  important  addibont  clarify 
and  narrow  the  scope  of  the  Act's 
coverage  and  effect  from  the  scope  that 
was  contemplated  in  the  proposed  rule. 
In  makmg  these  addibonals  to  the 
proposed  rule,  the  Department  has  been 
guided  by  the  view  that  if  a  federal 


agency  should  deny  assistance  for  a 
project  on  a  certain  bact  solely  on  the 
basis  chat  the  site  should  be  preserved 
lor  agr.cultural  use.  this  deniai  would 
affect  the  use  of  private  land  and  may 
not  be  consistent  with  local  xomng  or 
planning  policy.  The  rule  needed 
clarification  because  Congress  expressly 
provided  that  the  Act  would  not 
authorise  any  federal  regulabon  of 
private  land  use.  Accordingly,  the 
Department  has  modified  the  rule  to 
eliminate  any  possibility  that  aithar  the 
Act  or  this  rule  will  cause  any  refusal  of 
federal  assistance  to  private  parties  and 
nonfederal  units  of  government 
Similarly,  the  Department  haa 
redrafted  the  rule  to  insure  that  actions 
by  federal  ageneies'wllf  ramport  wHM 
^"cilToning  deeiaiona_mjde  tb  pernuT 
vblin  development  on  pnme  farmland. 

Tn'enacting  the  Farmland  ProuTctibn 
Policy  .Act  Congress  found  that  the 
Nation's  farmland  was  “a  unique  natural 
resource"  and  that  each  year,  “a  larga 
amount  of  the  Nation's  .'armiand'*  was 
being  "irrevocably  converted  from 
actual  or  potential  agncultural  use  to 
nonagriculturaJ  use."  in  many  cases  as  a 
result  of  actions  taken  or  assisted  by  the 
Federal  Government  J^te-ganeraL. 
purpose  of  the  Act  is  to  "mintraize  ^e 
extent"  of  the  role  of  federal  orditfams 
in.  the  conversion  of  farmland  to 
nohagricultural  uses  and  to  "assure  that 
federal  programs  ara  administered  in  a 
manner  that  to  the  extent  practicable^' 
wiS  be  'compatible  with  state,  unit  "of 
loiral  government  and  private  programs 
and'polictes'tb'protect  farmland."  ^ 
Csection  lS40(b)  of  the  Act).  The  Xct 
directs  federal  agencies  to  "identify  and 
take  into  account  the  adverse  effects  of 
federal  programs  on  the  preservation  of 
fannland:  consider  alternative  actions, 
as  appropriate,  that  could  lessen  such 
adverse  effects:  and  assure  that  such 
federal  programs,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  are  compatible  with  state, 
unit  of  local  government,  and  private 
programs  and  policies  to  protect  • 
farmland."  !n  order  to  guide  the  federal 
agenciea  in  this  task,  section  1541(a)  of 
the  Act  directs  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  in  cooperation  with  other 
departments,  agenciea.  indapendent 
commissions  and  other  units  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  "develop 
criteria  for  identifying  the  effects  of 
federal  programs  on  the  conversion  of 
fannland  to  nonagricultural  uses"  for  the 
use  of  ail  "departments,  agenciea. 
independent  commiaaions  and  other 
units  of  the  Federal  Government”  whose 
programs  may  affect  farmland.  This  rule 
for  implementation  of  the  Act  ■ 
cetabiishes  the  criteria  required  by 
section  lS41(a)  of  the  Act  for  identifying 
the  effects  of  federal  programs  on  the 


conversion  of  farmland  to 
nonagncultural  uses,  provides 
guidelines  for  program  aeencies'  use  of 
these  entena.  and  identifies  technical 
assistance  that  will  be  provided  by  the 
Department  to  agencies  of  federal,  stats, 
and  local  governments  pursuant  to  the 
AcL 

For  purposes  of  the  Act.  "farmland"  is 
either  "prime  farmland."  "unique 
farmland."  or  other  farmland  "that  is  of 
statewide  or  local  importance."  All  three 
of  these  types  of  "farmland"  are  defined 
by  section  1540(c)(1)  of  the  Act 

Both  the  Act  and  this  rule  apply  only 
to  federal  agencies  or  their  program* 
that  might  convert  farmland.  Where  no 
federal  activity  is  involved,  the  .Act  does 
not  apply.  .N'eitiier  the  Act  nor  this  rule 
requires  a  federal  agency  to  modify  any 
project  solely  to  avoid  or  miniinze  the 
effects  of  conversion  of  farmland  to 
nonagricultural  uses.  The  Act  merely 
requires  that  before  taking  or  approving 
any  action  that  would  result  in 
conversion  of  farmland  as  defined  in  the 
AcL  the  agency  examines  the  effects  of 
the  action  using  the  entena  set  forth  in 
the  rule,  and  if  there  are  adverse  effects, 
consider  alternatives  to  lessen  them. 

The  agency  would  still  have  discretion 
to  proceed  with  a  project  that  would 
conve.ri  farmland  to  nonagricultural  uses 
once  the  examination  required  by  the 
Act  has  been  completed.  Congress 
included  in  the  .Act  a  provision,  sertiun 
1347(a).  assuring  landowners  that  the 
•Act  “does  not  authonze  me  Federal 
Government  in  any  way  to  regulate  the 
use  of  private  or  nonfeueral  land,  or  in 
any  way  affect  the  propeny  nghts  of 
owners  of  such  land."  Finally,  section 
1546  states  expressly  that  the  Act  "shall 
not  be  deemed  to  provide  a  basis "  for 
any  litigation  "challenging  a  federal 
projacL  program,  or  other  activity  that 
may  affect  hrmland." 

'The  Department  received  149 
responses  to  the  publication  of  :he 
proposed  rule  on  July  12.  1983.  Of  these. 
18  were  from  federal  age-ncics.  42  from 
state  agencies.  19  from  local  units  of 
government  60  from  national  state  end 
local  public  interest  organizations,  and 
10  wen  from  indivtduais  or  firms. . 
Where  possible,  comments  contained  in 
the  responses  were  categorized 
•ccording  to  chat  section  of  die  proposed 
rule  to  which  they  applied.  Others  were 
categorized  at  general  comments.  All 
comments  tvere  summarised  to  identify 
the  issues  or  concerns  expressed. 

Each  response  was  carefully  studied 
and  tlie  rule  has  been  modified  where 
possible  and  where  such  modifications 
ara  consiaient  with  the  Act.  Following 
ara  tha  moat  important  changes  which 
were  made  to  the  rule  at  published  in 
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July  1983.  They  result  in  a  limitation  of 
the  scope  of  the  rule  from  the  proposed 
version  published  earlier. 

1.  The  rule  now  specifies  that  if  there 
is  a  project  proposed  to  be  placed  on 
farmland  with  federal  assistance  to  a 
landowner  or  other  nonfederal  party,  the 
federal  agency  may  not  refuse  to  grant 
such  assistance  to  the  project  ba^  on 
the  Act  or  the  rule.  Section  lS47(a)  of  the 
Act  states  that  the  Act  “does  not 
authorize  the  Federal  Covenunent  in 
any  way  to  regulate  the  use  of  private  or 
nonfederal  land."  Nor  does  the  Act 
provide  authority  for  the  Federal 
Government  to  withhold  assistance  to  a 
project  solely  because  it  would  convert 
farmland  to  nonagricultural  usea 

1  The  rule  now  specifies  that  if  there 
is  “pnme  farmland"  that  a  state  or  local 
government  has  designated,  through 
zoning  or  planning,  for  commercial 
industrial  or  residential  use  that  is  not 
intended  at  the  same  time  to  protect 
farmland,  this  land  will  not  be  covered 
by  the  Act  since  it  will  be  deemed  to  be 
“committed  to  urban  development"  end 
thus  outside  the  Act's  definition  of 
“prime  farmland"  subject  to  the  Act 

3.  The  rule  makes  it  clear  that 
activities  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
issue  permits  or  licenses  on  private  or 
nonfederal  lands  or  approve  public 
utility  rates  are  not  “federal  programs" 
within  the  definition  provided  in  tbt 
Act.  and  thus  neither  the  Act  nor  the 
rule  will  apply  to  these  activities  of 
federal  agencies. 

The  following  are  other  important 
changes  to  the  proposed  rule.  They  deal 
with  technical  features  of  the  rule  itscU 

1.  The  number  of  land  evaluadda 
cnteha  has  been  reduced  from  five  to 
one.  and  the  number  of  site  eseeasment 
criteria  haa  been  reduced  from  16  to  12. 
Site  assessment  oritcrie  numbers  S 
((pedal  siting  rtquiremenu}  and  6 
(elteinativaa  having  less  relative  value 
for  agricultural  production!  in  the 
proposed  rule  have  been  shifted  from 
the  criteria  to  the  guidelines  to  aveluate 
alfoinative  sites.  Criterion  number  7 
(compatibility  with  comprshtnaiva 
development  plans]  now  has  been 
incorporated  in  criterion  number  4  of  the 
rule. 

2.  The  site  assessment  criteria  have 
been  rewritten  with  additional  guidance, 
consistent  with  the  comments  and 
findings  in  field  tests  on  27  sites  in 
seven  counties,  to  darify  their  meaning 
and  to  maka  them  more  spedfie. 

3.  To  respond  to  critidsm  by  many 
commenters  that  all  site  assessment 
criteria  did  not  deserve  equal  weight 
the  rule  now  assigns  different  weights  to 
the  various  criteria.  Agendas  ere  still 
free  to  change  the  weighting  for  their 
own  use  but  a  rulemaking  procedure  in 


consultation  with  the  Department  is 
recommended. 

4.  To  aasict  agendas  in  knowing 
which  project  sites  cell  for  exploration 
of  altemativee.  a  point  score  of  160  has 
been  established  in  the  rule  ee  the 
threshold  for  considering  additional 
alternative  actions,  sites,  or  designs. 

5.  Agendas  wiil  be  provided  with  a 
Faimiand  Conversion  Imped  Rating 
Form  (AD-1006)  on  which  they  will 
request  determinations  from  tha  Soil 
Conservabon  Servict  (SCS)  of  whether 
proposed  sitae  ere  subject  to  the  Act 
Upon  ^uesL  SCS  will  furnish  e  score 
for  a  site's  relative  value  as  farmland. 
The  agendas  will  then  compute  for 
themselves  the  site  aesessoient  criteria 
scores. 

6.  ne  rule  now  sneourages  e 
procedure  to  make  farmland  protection 
evaluations  part  of  an  agency's  review 
under  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (NEPA), 

7.  In  the  case  of  linear  or  coiridor>typs 
projects,  such  as  utilities,  highways,  and 
railraads.  the  criteria  and  guideliMS  for 
using  them  have  been  modified  to  be 
more  appropriate. 

8.  A  number  of  definitions  have  been 
gddsd  in  |  698.2  of  the  rule.  These 
indude  definidons  for.  "lend  already  in 
or  committed  to  urban  development  or 
water  storage."  "construedon  or 
improvement  projects  beyond  the 
planning  staga."  “private  piopams  to 
protect  fannhuid."  “site."  “unit  of  local 
govenunsnl"  and  “stats  or  local 

?iovcnunent  programa  to  protact 
armland."  Tlis  definidon  of  "ftderal 
program"  has  been  expanded  to  explain 
whet  the  definition  does  not  indude  as 
provided  in  section  1540(c)(4)  of  the  AcL 

9.  The  rate  has  been  mo^ad  to 
require  that  SCS  complete  the  Uod 
evaluatitm  within  49  calendar  days  after 
receiving  e  request  for  aesistaace  on  a 
Farmland  Conversion  Impact  Rating 
Form  (AD-1006). 

10.  In  recognition  that  some  state  and 
local  governments  have  been  adopting 
land  evaluation  and  site  assessment  * 
(LESA)  systems,  the  guidaliaes  for  using 
the  criteria  recommend  more  strongly 
than  in  tha  proposed  rale  that  whare 
thsae  systeoas  exist  locally,  federal 
agendas  use  them  to  make  their 
evaluations.  In  locations  where  there  Is 
no  LESA  system  in  piece,  egendea 
would  always  use  tlte  criteria  in  this 
rule. 

11.  Tha  prohibitions  contained  in  the 
Act  against  using  the  Act  for  federal 
regulation  of  land  uses  or  as  e  basis  for 
legal  action  have  both  been 
incorporated  in  f  696.3  of  tha  rale. 

12.  The  technical  assistanca  faction, 

1 696.6.  haa  been  shortened  to  delete 
two  unnecessary  subsections  end 


directions,  inducting  the  statement  that 
the  Department  "will  encourage  federal 
agendas  to  prated  farmland  from 
unnecessary  and  irreversible  conversion 
to  nonagricdtural  uses."  The  Ad  does 
not  assign  the  Department  such  a  role 
toward  otiwr  federal  agendes. 

(Banaral  Issues  Raised  by  the  CoiameDte 

t  Con  Famland  Frotectfon  Policy  Act 
AJioJysu  Bo  Porfonned  as  Part  of  tha 
SEPA  Procaasr 

Reeponaes  from  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Transportation.  Commerce  and 
Energy,  the  Washington  Legal 
Foundation.  National  Association  of 
Home  Builders,  eight  state  highway  or 
transportation  agendes  and  others 
maintained  that  existing  Netionai 
EnviToamsntal  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 
procedures  ere  adequate  for  considering 
the  effects  of  federal  actions  on 
farmland  or  that  farmland  protection 
should  be  integrated  into  the  individual 
agendas'  procedures  for  meeting  .NEPA 
environmental  or  other  study 
requirements,  thus  eliminating  any  need 
for  additional  rules. 

Prior  to  tbs  enactment  of  *Jie  Act 
Council  on  Emlranmental  Quality 
(CEQ)  was  already  requiring  federal 
agendes  to  assess  tht  diren  and 
indired  effects  of  their  proposed  actions 
on  prime  end  unique  agricuiturel  lends. 
This  requirement  was  issued  in  a 
memorandum  dated  .\ugust  11,  I960, 
from  the  CEQ  Chairman  to  Heads  of 
Agendaa. 

The  memorandum  dtes  11  subsections 
of  the  Regulations  for  Implementing  the 
Procedural  Provisions  of  the  Netionai 
Environmentel  Policy  AcL  40  CFR  Part 
1900  at  saq..  where  the  regulations  apply 
to  prime  a^  unique  agri^tural  ianda. 
The  CEQ  memorandum  states  that  when 
an  agency  begins  planning  any  action,  it 
should,  in  the  development  of 
alternative  actions,  easess  whether  the 
eliereatives  will  effect  prime  or  unique 
agricultural  lands  and  identifies  these 
hinds  at  thoM  defined  'a  7  CFR  687 A. 
Thi^NEPA  regulations  leave  to  the 
Individual  agendes  the  datetmination  of 
proeednree  to  be  used  in  assessing  tbese 
effects.  Agendes  ere  permitted  in  40 
CFR  1900.4(p)  to  esUblish  program 
exdusions  tbal  categoricaily  remove 
certain  projecu  or  actions  ^m 
consideration  under  NEPA  (categorical 
txclttsions). 

The  FPPA.  which  was  enacted  on 
December  22. 1981.  r^uires  USDA  to 
develop,  in  cooperation  with  other 
fsderal  agendas,  criteria  for  identifying 
the  effects  of  federal  programa  on  Um 
conversion  of  fannlend  to 
nonagricallural  uses.  These  criteria 
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would  be  appropriate  for  use  by 
individual  agencies  in  carr^-ing  out  their 
responsibilities  under  the  .N'EP.^ 
regulations,  and  agencies  are 
encouraged  to  apply  these  criteria  as 
part  of  the  NZPA  process.  However, 
FPPA  imposes  a  separate  responsibility 
on  the  agencies  which  may  not  always 
be  discharged  through  compliance  with 
the  NEP.‘\  regulations,  since  the 
agencies'  regulations  may 
exclude  certain  categories  of  projects 
from  NEPA  which  may  not  be 
excludable  under  the  FPPA.  Guidance 
for  compliance  has  been^dded  to 
§  653.4  of  the  rule. 

2.  Does  the  Rule  Have  Far-Reaching 
Economic  or  Environmental  Impact? 

The  Irvine  Company,  the  Department 
of  Transportation,  the  National 
Cattlemen's  Association,  and  one 
private  individual  stated  that  the  rule 
would  have  far-reaching  economic 
impacts  on  the  economy  of  a  state  or 
would  result  in  a  coat  increase  of  SlOO 
million  or  more  annually  to  consumers, 
individual  industries.  federaL  state  or 
local  govein.ment  agencies,  or 
geographic  regions.  Therefore,  they 
maintained,  it  should  have  had  a 
regulatory  impact  analysis  pursuant  to 
Executive  Order  1Z291.  Similarly,  the 
Natural  Resources  Defense  Council, 
Consumers  Union  and  others  stated  that 
the  rule  must  be  subjea  to  an 
environmental  impact  analysis  under 
provisions  of  M£PA  regulations  because 
:t  is  "a  major  federal  action  significantly 
affecting  the  quality  of  the  human  - 
environment” 

The  Department's  position  remains 
that  the  rule  does  not  constitute  a  major 
action.  The  rule  was  extremely  narrow 
in  its  effect  in  the  fonn  in  which  it  was 
proposed  on  July  IZ 1083.  The  rule 
published  here  is  ever  narrower  in 
scope.  It  can  affect  only  the 
decisionmaking  process  of  federal 
agencies  when  their  own  projects  or 
those  they  assist  would  convert 
farmland  to  nonagriculturai  uses. 
Furthermore,  in  those  cases  where  it  still 
applies,  the  rule,  like  the  Act  is  only 
procedural.  It  does  not  mandate  that  any 
project  be  changed  It  merely  requires 
agencies  to  examine  impacts  on 
farmland  and  consider  alternatives. 
Neither  the  Act  nor  the  rule  would  bar 
an  agency  from  proceeding  with  its 
project  or  assisting  if  it  deddes.  after 
assessing  the  impact  on  farmland  that 
other  factors  outweigh  the  protection  of 
agricultural  land  Nor  does  the  Act  or 
the  rule  affect  decisions  of  individuals, 
firms,  states,  local  governments  or  other 
entities  on  projects  converting  farmland 
if  no  federal  assistance  is  involved 


Z  Would  an  .Agency's  Decision  to  Reject 
a  Proposed  Site  for  a  Project  Based  on 
FPP.A  (If  Interfere  With  Property  Rights 
of  Site  Owners  or  (2)  Regulate  the  Use 
of  Private  Non  federal  Land? 

The  National  Association  of  Realtors 
and  the  National  Association  of  Home 
Builders  suggested  that  if  an  agency 
made  an  examination  under  the  Act  of 
the  consequences  of  converting 
farmland  at  a  particular  site  and  then 
decided  as  a  result  to  refuse  to  grant 
assistance  to  a  project  planned  for  that 
site,  the  dedsion  would  infringe  on  that 
landowner's  property  rights  and  thus 
violate  section  lS47(a)  of  the  Act  which 
guarantees  that  the  Act  will  not  affect 
private  property  rights. 

The  landowner  in  such  a  situation 
does  not  have  ”property  rights"  affected 
Except  where  Congress  has  established 
a  right  by  entitlement  to  partidpate  in  a 
federal  program  and  receive  such 
benefits,  and  individual's  access  to 
assistance  under  federal  programs  is 
subjed  to  conditions  and  restrictions 
imposed  by  other  federal  statutes.  Thus, 
the  landowner  does  not  have  a  property 
right  either  to  have  his  property  chosen 
by  the  Federal  Government  as  the  site  of 
a  project  or  to  obtain  federal  assistance 
for  a  project 

However,  the  Department  has 
conduded  that  xvhile  denial  of  project 
assistance  on  farmland  does  not  affect  a 
property  right  such  denial  does 
constitute  an  interference  with  the  use 
of  private  or  nonfederal  land.  The  full 
te.xt  of  section  lS47(a)  of  the  Act  states: 
This  subtitle  does  not  authorize  the 
Federal  Government  in  any  way  to 
regulate  the  use  of  private  or  nonfederal 
land,  or  in  any  way  affect  the  property 
rights  of  owners  of  such  land.” 
Furthermore,  the  Act  contains  no 
authority  for  an  agency  to  deny 
assistance  to  a  project  solely  because  it 
would  convert  farzdand  to 
nonagriculturai  uses. 

A  fanner  may  desire  to  sell  farmland 
acreage  to  a  developer  for  construction 
of  new  homes,  or  to  a  unit  of  local 
goverrunent  for  construction  of  a  sewer 
plant  either  to  occur  with  federal 
assistance.  If  federal  assistance  is 
denied  to  a  developer  or  to  the  uitit  of  . 
local  government  the  sale  of  land 
antidpaied  by  the  farmer  will  probably 
not  take  place;  the  farmer  will  view  the 
loss  of  the  land  sale  as  being  a 
coiuequence  of  the  Act's  operation. 
Similariy,  if  an  owner  purchases 
farmland,  retairu  it  for  years  in 
expemation  of  eventually  developing  the 
laiid  and  then  carmbt  obtain  federal 
assistance  for  development  when  such 
assistance  clearly  would  have  been 
available  but  for  the  Act  the  result 


would  be  an  interference  with  the 
intended  use  of  tins  land  by  operation  of 
the  Act 

In  response  to  several  comments 
recommending  incorporauon  into  the 
rule  of  a  restatement  of  section  1547(at. 
this  rule  now  contairu  a  new  {  eSA-Olcj. 

In  an  attempt  to  clarify  the  limits  of 
agency  action  under  the  Act  the  rule 
adds  to  that  restatement  s  provision  that 
once  a  federal  agency  has  identified  and 
Uken  into  account  any  adverse  effects 
on  farmland  of  the  assistance  requested 
and  has  developed  alternative  actions, 
and  tha  landowner  or  nonfederal  agency 
that  has  initiated  the  project  has 
considered  those  effects  and 
alternatives,  the  agency  may  not  deny 
assistance  to  the  project  on  the  basis  of 
the  Act  or  this  rule  if  the  landowner  or 
nonfederal  agency  wishes  to  proceed 
with  the  project  on  farmland. 

4.  What  Responsibility  Does  the  .Act 
Give  to  the  Department  to  Oversee 
Compliance  With  the  Act  by  oil 
Agencies  of  the  Federal  Covetvment? 

In  its  comments,  the  American 
Farmland  Trust  stated  that  the 
Department  has  a  reie  of  "primary 
responsibility”  in  implementing  me  Act 
and  that  the  mle  should  specify 
procedures  by  which  the  Department 
will  assume  that  role.  Comments  fre.'n  10 
state  departments  of  agriculture,  six 
local  government  agencies,  the 
Association  of  Public  justice,  the 
National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation, 
as  well  as  other  organizations  and  three 
private  individuals  e.xprcased  similar 
thoughts.  The  comments  specifically 
cited  the  lack  of:  Any  requirement  that 
federahagendes  document  their 
coiuideration  of  the  effects  of  farmland 
conversions;  any  monitoring  or 
enforcement  m^anisms:  and  the  lack 
of  procedures  for  the  Department's 
oversight  of  federal  agendas' 
compliance  activities.  Alsa  some 
asserted  that  the  Secretary  is  required  to 
report  anually  to  the  Congress  under 
section  1546  of  the  Act  and  mat  the  rule 
should  require  other  federal  agendas  to 
report  dam  needed  to  the  Department. 
However,  other  respondents,  including 
the  .American  Fann  Bureau  Federation, 
in^cated  that  the  role  for  the 
Department  identified  in  the  proposed 
rule  is  consistent  with  and  supportive  of 
efforu  to  protect  faimland  and  that  any ' 
further  role  would  expand  upon  the 
authorities  of  the  Act 

While  one  of  Congress's  findings, 
stated  in  the  Act  in  section  l540(<i|{fi].  is 
that  the  Department  is  the  ^ency 
"primarily  responsible  for  the 
impiementatioa  of  federal  policy  with 
respect  to  Unimd  States  farmland.”  the 
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Act  grants  no  express  authority  to  the 
Secretary  or  the  Department  to  devise 
enforcement  or  oversight  procedures 
over  other  federal  agencies.  Nor  does  it 
assign  the  Department  a  role  of 
encouraging  other  federal  agencies  to 
protect  farmland.  The  Act  is  workable 
without  giving  any  further  role  to  the 
Department  to  oversee  compliance  with 
the  .Act  by  all  the  agencies  of  tha 
Federal  Government.  Each  agency  is  to 
be  responsible  for  its  own  adherence  to 
the  mandate  of  the  Act.  and  each  agency 
could  then  be  monitored  as  to  its 
compliance  with  the  Act  by  an 
appropriate  request  for  such  imonnation. 
by  Congress,  by  another  interested 
federal  agency,  or  by  members  of  the 
public.  The  Act  does  not  assign  the 
Department  the  role  of  enforcement 
Section  1546  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Secretary  to  report  to  the  Congress  only 
one  time.  That  requirement  harbeen 
met 

5.  Do  Criteria  in  the  Rule  Properly 
Assess  Effects  of  Federal  Programs  on 
Conversion  of  Farmland? 

Responses  from  the  Rhode  Island 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the 
California  Department  of  Transportation 
stated  that  the  rule  does  not  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  FPPA  for  the 
development  of  criteria  to  identify  the 
effects  of  federal  "programs"  on  the 
conversion  of  farmland.  Rather,  the  rule 
addresses  the  worthiness  of  farmland 
for  protection  on  a  project-by-project 
basis. 

The  reference  to  federal  "programs” 
in  section  1541  has  been  interpreted  in 
light  of  the  definition  contained  in 
section  lS40(c)(4).  which  states  that  a 
federal  program  means  "activities  or 
responsibilities"  of  a  department  or 
agency.  Therefore,  the  Department  has 
focused  on  the  program  activities  or 
actions  of  fede^  agencies  as  tha 
appropriate  way  to  assess  any  adverse 
effects  of  feder^  programs  on  farmland. 
Section  1542  requires  each  federal 
agency,  with  the  assistance  of  the 
Department  to  review  current 
provisions  of  law.  administrative  rules 
and  regulations,  and  policies  and 
procedures  and  to  propose  actions  to 
bring  its  programs,  authorities  and 
administrative  activities  into 
compliance  with  the  purpose  and  policy 
of  the  FPPA.  It  is  under  ^s  Section  of 
the  Act  that  the  Department  expects  to 
be  involved  with  the  agencies  in 
coiuidering  their  program  priorities  or 
assessing  the  effects  of  their  program 
rules  and  regulations  on  farmland 
protection. 


&  Has  the  Public  Seen  Suitably 
Informed  About  the  Rule? 

In  their  comments,  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the 
American  Farmland  Trust  suggested 
that  public  hearings  on  the  rule  be  held 
before  its  publication. 

This  rule  has  been  through  an 
e.ttensive  public  review  and  comment ' 
process.  It  is  the  Department’s 
determmation  that  such  hearings  would 
unduly  delay  promulgation  of  the  rule 
and  that  the  final  rule  accommodates 
the  public  comments  to  the  extent 
possible. 

The  Colorado  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  American  Farmland 
Trust  requested  that  the  Department 
prepare  and  distribute  a  detailed 
handbook  or  manual  on  complying  with 
the  FPP.A  rule.  The  Natural  Resource 
Defense  Ccuncil.  the  National  Farmers 
Union  and  othem  suggested  that  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  National 
Agricultural  Land  Evaluation  and  Site 
Assessment  (LESA)  System  Handbook 
be  cited  as  a  reference  in  the  Hnal  rule. 

The  Department  believes  that  the  rule 
Itself,  including  this  preamble,  will 
resolve  many  of  the  concerns  giving  rise 
to  these  suggestions.  If  it  appears 
necessary  after  the  Final  rule  has  been  in 
effect  for  1  year,  the  Department  will 
consider  providing  the  requested 
handbook  or  manual.  The  SCS 
Handbook  fonthe  LESA  system  is  now 
available  ffom  SCS  offices. 

Comments  on  {  658.1 

Comments  regarding  {  65&1  were 
received  from  the  Department  of 
Transportation,  four  state  agencies,  and 
seven  organizations.  The  major  concern 
expressed  was  that  the  rule  and  the  Act 
by  requiring  federal  agencies  to  ensure 
that  their  programs  are  compatibie.  to 
the  extmit  practicable,  with  "private 
programs  and  policies  to  protect 
fan^and,”  would  invite  the  obstruction 
of  federal  projects  by  any  small  group  of 
citizens  styling  themselves  as  such  a 
"private  program."  These  responses 
requested  clarification  of  what  is  meant 
by  "private  programs."  Other 
respondenu  requested  clarification,  of 
what  is  meant  by  stats  and  local 
government  programs  and  policies  to 
protect  fannlend 

As  a  result  of  these  comments,  the 
Department  has  now  defined  "private 
program"  in  i  658.21e)  of  the  rule  and 
"state  and  local  government  programs 
and  policies”  in  i  658.22(d}  of  the  rule. 

Comments  on  |  SSU 

1.  Several  parties  commenting, 
including  three  state  agencies.  &e 
California  Chamber  of  Commerce. 


California  Building  Industry 
Association.  California  .Association  of 
Realtors,  and  the  Wisconsin  Land 
Conservation  Assoaaiion  proposed 
different  definitions  of  "farmland"  from 
that  ir  the  proposed  rule. 

Section  lS40(c)(l)  of  the  Act  already 
contains  a  statutory  definition  of 
"farmland"  for  purposes  of  the  Act  and 
dius  it  must  be  followed  in  the  rule. 

2.  The  reference  to  7  CFR  63".3  has 
been  deleted  from  the  definition  of 
"farmland”  because  its  inclusion  would 
imply  automatic  concurrence  by.  the 
Secretary  of  Agneuiture  in  any 
determination  made  pursuant  to  that 
section  by  a  state  or  local  government 
identifying  farmland  of  statewide  or 
local  importance.  The  Act  in  secnon 
1540(c)(1)(C).  calls  for  the  Secretary  to 
make  Itiis  own  determination,  on  a  case- 
by-case  basis,  of  whether  the  farmland 
determined  by  the  state  or  local 
government  to  be  "of  statewide  or  local 
importance”  should  be  considered 
farmland  for  purposes  of  the  .Act 

3.  The  Act  in  defining  "farmland"  in 
section  lS40(c)(l).  states  that  "land 
already  in  or  committed  to  urban 
development  or  water  storage"  is  not 
“prime  farmland"  for  purposes  of  the 
Act  This  means  that  an  agency  .need  not 
consider  the  impact  of  a  project  on 
prime  farmland  which  is  either  "already 
in"  urban  development  or  “committed  to 
urban  development" 

The  Department  will  treat  prime 
farmland  as  "already  in"  urban 
development  if  the  site  meets  a  density 
standard  of  at  least  30  struchires  per  40 
acres.  Thh  is  the  standard  that  SCS  has 
used  in  delineating  "urban  and  built-up 
areas"  on  its  County  Bass  Maps  which 
are  kept  in  SCS  field  offices  and 
updat^  every  five  years  as  part  of  the 
National  Resource  haventory  (NRI). 

In  addition,  comments  received  from 
the  California  Cattlemen’s  Association, 
the  California  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
the  California  Association  of  Realtors 
and  other  groups  advocated  that  "lands 
already  in.  committed,  planned  or  zoned 
for  other  than  an  agrimiltural  use  by  the 
stf  te  or  any  unit  of  local  government" 
be  exempt  from  the  Act  The 
Departinent  has  concluded  that  if  a  state 
or  local  government  has.  by  planning  or 
zoning,  designated  the  use  of  any  tract 
of  prime  farmland  for  commercial  or 
industrial  use  or  residential  use  that  is 
not  intended  at  the  tame  time  to  protect 
faraland.  this  action  has  thereby 
"ebnunittad"  such  land  to  "urban 
development”  even  though  it  may  not 
currently  be  in  urban  uses.  Thus,  as  this 
would  fa«  prime  farmland  “committed  to 
urban  development"  a  project  on  prime 
farmland  that  is  so  designated  by  local 
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or  state  planning  or  zoning  would  not 
require  a  federal  agency's  examination 
of  the  project's  impact  on  farmland. 

Land  use  planning  and  zoning  are 
prerogatives  of  state  and  local 
government  not  the  Federal 
Government  Section  lS47(a)  of  the  Act 
states  that  the  Federal  Government  may 
not  use  the  Act  “many  way  to  regulate 
the  use  of  private  or  nonfederal  land,  or 
in  any  way  affect  the  property  rights  of 
owners  of  such  land.** 

If  a  federal  agency  were  required  by 
the  Act  to  assess  the  impacts  of  a 
project  on  prune  farmland  not  yet  in 
urban  development  but  already 
designated  by  the  state  or  local 
government  for  urban  development 
through  planning  or  zoning,  the  only 
purpose  of  the  requirement  would  be  for 
that  agency  to  weigh  alternative  sites 
that  would  lessen  the  impact  of  the 
project  on  farmlaixL  If  the  agency, 
based  on  its  assessment  pursuant  to  the 
Act  should  then  decide  to  refrain  from 
building  its  project  on  the  proposed  site, 
it  would  be  declining  itself  to  use  the 
proposed  site  for  urban  development 
when  local  or  state  planning  or  zoning 
had  already  declared  urban  uses  to  be 
acceptable  on  the  site.  This  would  be  an 
Intnuion  by  the  Federal  Government  in 
the  function  of  land  use  planning  of 
state  and  local  governments. 

For  this  reason,  the  rule  now  specifies, 
in  %  633.2(a).  that  prime  farmland 
"committed  to  urban  development,”  that 
is.  land  excluded  from  the  .^ct's 
coverage,  includes  all  such  land  zoned 
or  recently  planned  for  a  nonagricultural 
use  by  a  state  or  unit  of  local 
government 

4.  The  existence  of  a  land  use  plan 
iviil  not  however,  automadcaliy  be  a 
basis  for  assigning  land  for  purposes  of 
the  Act  and  this  rule  to  the  status 
prescribed  by  such  e  plart  A  large 
number  of  units  of  local  government 
have  land  use  plans  adopted  many 
years  ago  for  one  or  another  purpose 
which  have  not  been  reviewed  or 
uodated  in  a  comprehensive  way  since 
adoption.  Coruequently.  for  land  to  be 
acsiased  the  status  provided  for  it  in  a 
land  use  plan,  the  plan  must  (1)  have 
been  intended  to  be  a  ccmprehensiva 
land  use  plan  for  the  area  in  questiott 
and  (2)  have  been  expressly  adopted  or 
reviewed  in  its  entirety  within  the  10 
year  period  preceding  proposed 
implementation  of  the  particular  federal 
program. 

3.  Comments  of  the  Edison  Electric 
Imtti.utc  suggested  the  rule  state  that  tht 
Act  does  not  apply  to  federal 
“permitting"  and  “licensing”  activities 
end  agreements  necessary  for  use  or 
occupancy  of  federal  lands,  or  to 
eiectricai  service  ratemaking. 


Section  lS4(XcK4)  of  the  Act  defines 
federal  programs  subject  to  the  Act  as 
those  that  undertake,  finance  or  aasist 
constrachon  or  improvement  projects  or 
those  that  acquire,  manage  or  dispose  of 
federal  land  or  facilities.  The 
Department  has  concluded  that  thoea 
carefully  selected  words  were  intended 
to  exclude  tom  the  definition  of 
“federal  program."  the  grant  of  a  permit 
or  license.  The  Department  also  haa 
condudad  that  this  definition  doce  not 
extend  to  federal  regulatory  a^ciea' 
actiona  in  setting  rates  for  utiiity  aarvict. 

Commastsoa  f  3S8J 

Several  comments  relating  to  I  6533 
were  received.  Most  of  them  requested 
that  the  rule  provide  exclusions  or 
exemptions  for  specific  Idnda  of  projecu 
or  program  actions.  Some  requested  that 
definitions  of  some  terms  be  included  in 
the  rule.  Summaries  of  the  comments 
and  the  Department  response  follow. 

L  Comments  tom  three  federal 
agencies,  nine  state  agencies,  and  six 
organizations,  objected  to  the  June  22, 
1982  date  at  which  time  agencies  should 
begin  complying  with  the  FPP.V  One 
comment  asserted  that  the  date  of 
compliance  should  be  the  date  of  the 
final  rule.  Other  comments  asserted  that 
agencies  should  not  be  required  to 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  rule 
for  projects  that  were  undertaken  prior 
to  its  issuance. 

The  Act  in  section  1S49.  states  that 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  should  become 
effective  6  months  after  its  date  of 
enactment  Le..  June  22. 1962.  However, 
that  was  not  the  actual  data  when 
agencies  were  in  a  position  to  consider 
the  impacts  of  projects  on  farmland  in 
compliance  wi0  section  1541(b)  of  the 
Act  To  comply  with  that  obligation 
under  the  Act  the  criteria  which  thia 
rule  sets  forth  are  a  prerequisite  to 
compliance.  So  the  effective  date  for 
agencies  to  comply  with  seetioo  1541(b) 
will  be  30  days  after  publication  of  thia 
rule  in  the  Federal  Register. 

2.  Comments  tom  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration. 
Department  of  Transportation. 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Department  of  Energy.  12 
state  departments  of  highways  or 
transportation,  the  Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric  Company,  and  the  Soil 
Consarvation  So^ety  of  .^erica 
suggested  that  exemptions  for  earuin 
'  kinds  of  projects  sh(^d  be  granted  in 
the  rule.  These  include; 

Categorical  exclusions  as  refemd  to  in 

NEPA: 

Farm*lo-maricet  highways  or  roads: 
Electric  transmission  Unas: 


Projects  that  convert  less  than  some 

minimum  acreage  of  farmland,  such  as 

10  acres:  and 

Construction  of  farm  homes,  storage 

buildings  and  livestock  facilities. 

The  Act  does  not  euthonze  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  grant 
exemptions,  but  specifies  exemptions 
contained  in  section  lS40(c)(4|  and 
section  lS47(b).  However,  the  Act  docs 
not  apply  to  construction  of  farmhouses, 
storage  buildings,  livestock  holding 
facilities  or  any  other  structures 
applicable  to  the  operations  of  a 
parficuiar  farm  unit  or  units  bccausa 
such  action  does  not  convert  farmland 
to  nonagricultural  uses.  * 

3.  Coiraenu  tom  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  the 
National  Association  of  Home  Builders, 
end  others  asserted  that  programs  that 
merely  provide  federal  guarantees  for 
loans  made  between  private  parties 
%vith  private  funds,  such  as  the  mortgage 
insurance  programs  ef  the  Federal 
Housing  Admuustntion  (FHA)  and  the 
mortgage  guarantee  program  of  the 
Veterans  Administration  (VA).  are  not 
covered  by  the  Act  since  uiey  do  not 
entail  “undertaking,  financing  or 
assisting  construction  or  improvement 
projects."  under  section  1540(c)(4)  of  the 
AcL 

Insniii^  or  guaranteeing  loans  for 
construction  of  housing  or  other 
structures  under  these  programs  is  a 
form  of  financing  or  assistance.  It  thus  is 
a  federal  action  that  may  contribute  to 
tl»  unnecessary  and  irreversibic 
conversion  of  farmland  to 
nonagricultural  uses,  to  the  extent  that 
such  iiunrance  or  guarantees  ere  relied 
upon  for  the  construction  to  take  place. 
V^eie  a  loan  not  for  constniction  but 
for  purchase  of  an  existing  house  or 
other  structure  is  guaranteed  or  insured, 
the.  proposed  aetioa  would  not  convert 
farmland  and  therefore  is  not  covered 
by  the  .^ct 

However,  since  the  Act  dees  not 
provide  any  basis  for  deniai  of 
estiatance  solely  because  farmland  is 
being  convened,  neither  the  Act  nor  this 
rule  could  operate  to  interfere  «vith  dus 
form  of  financing  or  assisianct  once  the 
agency  had  identified  and  taken  into 
account  any  adverse  effects  on  farmland 
and  considered  alternative  actions,  as 
required  by  the  Act 

4.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
assarted  Uiat  dw  FPF.A  would  not  apply 
to  actiona  of  the  agency  related  to 
surface  mining  on  lands  contairung 
Icasabla  coal  or  phosphate  and  subject 
to  Uw  Surface  Mining  Cantol  and 
Retdamation  Act  of  1977,  Piib.  L  93-87. 

Since  that  act  presumes  that  farmland 
used  for  surface  mining  cm  be 
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reclaimed  and  reused  for  agriculture, 
there  is  no  irreversible  conversion  to 
nonagnculturai  use  and  USOA  concurs 
with  BLM's  interpretation. 

5.  Section  IMTJb)  of  the  Act  states 
that  "none  of  the  provisions  or  other 
requirements  of  t^  subtitle  shall  apply 
to  the  acquisition  or  use  of  farmland  for 
national  defense  purposes."  The  U.S 
Department  of  Transportation  asserted 
that  since  the  entire  interstate  highway 
system  has  been  intended  for  defense 
purposes  (see  23  U.S.C.  210]  and  since 
the  Department  of  Defense  considers, 
another  12.000  miles  of  highways 
essential  for  defense  purposes,  these 
roads  are  exempt  from  the  .Act  under 
section  1547(b). 

The  Department  believes  Congress 
intended  acquisition  of  land  for 
highways  to  be  a  major  focus  of  the 
FPP.A  and  does  not  believe  Congress 
intended  such  an  extensive  number  of 
highways  to  be  exempt  from  the  Ad 
under  the  "national  defense"  exemption. 
It  is  doubtful  that  the  evaluation 
required  by  the  FPPA  would  result  in 
halting  construction  of  any  addition  to 
the  interstate  highway  system 
speaftcally  deemed  necessary  for 
national  defense  purposes.  Presumably 
the  national  defense  purpose  of  such  a 
highway  would  override  the  importance 
of  protecting  farmland. 

6.  The  National  Park  Service  (NPS) 
asserted  that  NPS  lands  are  exempt 
from  the  FPPA  and  that  future 
acquisitions  under  the  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  should  be  exempt 

The  Department  of  .Agriculture  agrees 
that  NPS  lands  acquired  prior  to  the 
effective  da  le  of  the  final  rule  are  not 
covered  by  the  Act  if  used  for  the  stated 
purpose,  since  the  intent  of  both  the 
Congress  and  the  Administration  for  use 
of  such  lands  is  exprsssad  in  the 
legislation  under  which  such  lands  were 
acquired.  However,  farmlands  proposed 
for  future  acquiaition  under  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  or  by 
other  means  of  purchase  should  be 
evaluated  es  required  by  the  Act> 

7.  Farmers  Home  .Administratioa 
su^ested  Chat  definitions  are  needed  for 
the  leimt  “planning  stage"  and  “active 
design"  used  in  {  65&3(b){2]  of  the 
proposed  rule. 

The  rule  in  f  65B.2(c]  now  defines 
those  terms. 

8.  The  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  asserted  that  small 
electric  and  telephone  projects  and 
buried  electric  and  telephone  cabtea 
should  bt  exempted  from  the  analysis 
requiraments  of  the  Act  aa  should 
■service  extensions  to  farms  and  projecu 
that  taka  place  within  road  rights-o^ 
way. 


Buried  utility  lines  that  do  not  prevent 
farming  operations  over  them  would  not 
be  subject  to  the  Act  Unless  farming  is 
not  permitted  over  the  buried  lines  or  in 
the  nght.of>way.  construefion  of  such 
lines  does  not  irreversibly  convert 
farmland  to  nonagnculturai  usaa. 
Likewise,  projects  built  entirely  within 
highway  rights-of-way  do  not  convert 
fa^and. 

9.  Several  comments  tacommended 
incorporating  in  the  nda  a  reatatement 
of  section  of  the  Act  which 
prohibits  use  of  the  FPPA  as  a  basis  for 
legal  action  challenging  a  federal  project 
that  may  affect  farmland. 

A  statement  raiteratisg  section  1548  of 
the  .Act  and  applying  it  to  the  rule  as 
well  as  the  Act  has  been  added  to 
S  658.3  of  the  rule. 

Comments  on  the  Criteria  {  638.4 

The  greatest  number  of  comments 
received  relate  to  (  658.4  of  the 
proposed  rule,  which  sets  forth  the 
criteria  for  evaluating  the  eSects  of 
proposed  program  actions  on  the. 
conversion  of  farmland  to 
nonagnculturai  uses.  While  there  were  a 
large  number  of  comments  received, 
they  addressed  only  a  few  concerns, 
‘^ese  are  listed  and  discussed  below. 

1.  Several  responses,  such  as  those  * 
from  the  Rural  Qectzificatioa 
Admioistrafion.  Farmers  Home 
Administration,  two  sute  transportation 
departments,  and  the  Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric  Company  asked  that  then  be 
specific  guidance  for  federal  agencea  in 
applying  the-criteria  to  projects  such  a 
roads,  pipelines,  electric  transmission 
lines,  and  water  transmission  facilities. 
These  are  often  called  “conirior 
projects." 

In  the  rule,  the  criteria  and  guidelines 
now  have  been  modified  to 
accommodate  these  linear  or  corridor- 
type  projects. 

2.  The  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development,  the  Department  of 
Energy,  the  Department  of  the  Army, 
and  two  state  agencies  felt  that  SCS 
should  be  given  only  30  days  or  less  to 
respond  to  agency  raqueata  for 
assistance  rather  than  45  daya.  Others 
felt  “a  responsive"  answer  should  bs 
given  within  Che  48-day  period. 

Tbe  45-day  period  in  the  propostd 
rule  did  not  specify  whether  the  45  days 
were  “working"  or  “calendar  days."  In 
the  Department's  view.  45  calendar  dqyc 
is  the  period  reasonably  required  to 
doteimine  whether  the  proposed  site  is 
(annlend  and.  if  it  la.  to  compltta  the 
Land  Evaluation:  In  the  rale.  1 6S8.4fa) 
now  makes  the  darificstion  that  SCS  is 
to  give  this  response  in  45  calendar 
days.  Cooparativa  Soil  Survaya  an 
completed  for  aa  eatimatad  85  percent  of 


the  Nation's  farmland  where  proposed 
conversions  are  antieipaied.  Where 
these  exist  the  response  should  bs 
made  in  less  than  45  days.  Now  the  rule 
states  that  if  SCS  fails  to  complete  land 
evaluation  within  the  4S-day  penod.  and 
if  further  delay  would  interfere  with 
construction  activities,  the  agency 
should  proceed  as  though  the  site  were 
not  fandand.  The  beat  aasurance  that 
the  45-day  period  will  not  delay  an 
action  is  for  the  agency  to  request  a 
detemination  as  early  as  possible  in  the 
decisionmaking  process. 

3.  .A  number  of  federal  state,  and 
local  government  agencies, 
organizations,  and  individuals  criticized 
criterion  number  10  in  the  proposed  rule. 
They  argued  that  if  the  criterion  took 
into  account  all  of  an  owner's  or 
developer's  preproject  investments  in 
the  site,  such  as  engineering  or 
erchitecriiral  studies,  this  might 
encourage  the  owner  or  developer  to 
make  as  many  expenditures  as  possible 
before  the  agency  made  its  assessment 
of  Che  site,  in  order  to  obtain  the  lowest 
possible  score  on  this  criterion.  In  riew 
of  this  criticism  and  of  the  insertion  of 

$  6S8.3(c)  to  insure  that  federal 
assistance  to  e  project  could  not  be 
denied  based  on  the  Act  or  this  rule, 
criterion  number  10  now  has  been 
omitted. 

4.  Several  comments  were  addressed 
to  the  site  assessment  criteria  as  a 
group.  Commenu  from  the  Oeparunant 
of  Energy,  the  Department  of 
Transportation,  the  Califoniis  Realtors 
Association  and  four  other  California 
based  organizations  suggested  that  the 
site  assessment  criteria  be  dropped 
entirely  from  the  rule.  A  greater  number, 
including  comments  from  federal  stats 
and  local  agencies  and  organizations., 
complained  that  the  indicaton  for 
scoring  were  -too  vague.  The  United 
States  Postal  Service  and  the  Louisiana 
Department  of  TranaporUtion  and 
Development  suggested  that  the  criteria 
be  used  for  general  guidance  but  that 
there  should  be  no  scoring  system. 

The  scoring  system  included  in  the 
criteria  is  taken  from  Uu  Agricultural 
Land  Evaluation  and  Site  Aaiessment 
(LESA)  system  developed  by  the  SCS- 
State  and  local  offidals  in  about  4nn 
jurisdictions  of  45  states  nationwide 
have  adopted  or  era  studying  LESA 
systems  with  assistance  from  SCS.  The 
Department  believes  the  use  of 
numerical  indices  for  scoring  farmlands 
has  proved  to  be  a  useful  technique  at 
state  and  local  governmant  levels  for 
making  defensible  land  use  decisions 
and  so  their  use  ie  appropriate  for  the 
criteria  provided  in  this  Iht 
Department  has  ttstsd  thsse  criteria  on 


;7722 


Federal  Register  /  VoL  49.  No.  130  /  Thursday.  lulv  5.  1984  /  Rules  aad  Re^iulationt 


27  sites  in  seven  counties  in  four  sutes 
and  found  that  the  scores  horn  these 
criteria  were  consistent  in  all  cases  with 
the  scores  from  existing  local  LESA 
systems.  For  certain  criteria  in  the 
proposed  rule  whose  indices  were 
criticized  as  too  vague,  percentages  and 
distances  now  have  been  added  to . 
provide  additional  guidance  in  assigning 
scores.  Some  of  the  indices  for  scoring 
site  assessment  criteria  call  for 
adjustments  to  be  made  at  the  local 
level  and  scores  may  vary  with  local 
conditions 

3.  Many  comments  suggested  that 
language  be  added  to  the  rule  to  give 
state  and  local  units  of  government 
greater  participation  in  or  control  of  the 
process  for  assessing  the  effects  of 
proposed  federal  actions  on  farmland.  ' 
These  included  comments  from  several 
state  and  local  government  agencies,  t^  * 
Association  of  Uliaoi  Soil  and  Water 
Conservation  Districts,  the  Ulinoiia 
South  Project  the  Piedmont 
Environmental  Council  and  others.  The 
Califoniia  State  Grange  stated  that  the 
criteria  must  recognize  the  ability  of 
local  goveramenu  to  determine  and . 
control  land  use  within  their  jurisdiction. 
The  California  Chamber  of  Commerce 
stated  it  is  essential  diat  local 
governments  be  given  a  primary  role 
under  the  Act  within  the  rule.  The 
.National  .Association  o7  Home  Builders 
recommended  the  rule  be  rewritten  to 
increase  the  importance  of  the 
.*equirements  for  compatibility  of  federal 
agency  actions  with  state  and  local 
agricultural  preservation  programs. 

As  mentioned  in  the  preceding 
discussioa  with  assistance  from  SCS 
some  400  units  of  local  government  in  45  . 
states,  as  well  as  some  sute 
governments,  are  developing  and 
adopting  Land  Evaluation  a^  Sits 
AssWsment  (LESA)  systems  to 
evaluate  the  productivity  of  agricultural 
land  and  its  suitability  for  cooveraion  to 
nonagricultural  use.  Therefore,  certain 
states  and  units  of  local  govenunsnt 
may  have  already  performed  an 
evalnation  using  criteria  similar  to  those 
contained  in  this  rule  appiicabie  to 
federal  agendas. 

Language  now  has  been  added  to 
f  08.4  of  the  rule  recommending  that 
federal  agendas  use  state  and  local 
agriculturd  land  evaluation  and  site 
•assessment  systems  that  are  on  the  SCS 
state  conservationist's  list  of  systems 
that  meet  the  purposes  of  the  FPPA. 

8L  The  Nani^  Resources  Defense 
CoundL  the  American  Farmland  Trust 
the  National  Farmers  Uiuon  and  others 
assarted  that  direct  enaiysis  of  the 
imiwets  of  project  alternatives  should  bo 
00^  in  adrution  to  tend  evaluation  end 


site  assessment  criteria,  and  ofrered 
eight  criteria  for  indusion  in  the  rule. 

Of  the  eight  criteria  suggested,  the 
proposed  rule  included  four:  .Now  the 
rule  indudersix  of  them.  The  rule  still 
does  not  aceommedate  suggMtioiu  that 
the  number  of  farms  to  be  affeded  by  a 
proposed  action  and  the  prospective 
impacts  on  fanners'  incomes  should  be 
included  as  criteria.  Congreu 
apparently  intmided  the  Act  to  proi^ 
farmland  per  se.  not  farms  as  economie 
units.  Nor  is  the  number  of  brms 
affected  a  reliable  measnro  of  economie 
impact  if  economic  impact  were  to  be 
coruidered.  The  Department  believes 
that  data  on  the  prospective  impacts  on 
farmers'  incomes  would  be  neatly 
impossible  to  collect  and  in  any  event 
protecting  farmers’  incomes  is  not  e 
purpose  of  the  Act 

7.  A  number  of  parties  recommended 
that  site  assessment  criteria  5  and  6  of 
the  proposed  rule  not  be  induded  as  site 
assessment  criteria.  Their  position  was 
that  by  calling  on  the  agency  to  assess 
spedd  siting  requirements  of  the  project 
(criterion  5)  and  alternative  sites 
(criterion  6).  these  criteria  represented 
the  kind  of  final  judgment  that  the 
agency  would  make  after  assessing  the 
site  according  to  the  other  criteria. 

Hence  the  criteria  did  not  belong  in  the 
same  scoring  system  with  the  other 
criteria.  Such  comments  were  received 
from  the  National  Assodation  of 
Realtors,  the  Califotnia  Building 
Industry  Assodation.  the  Irvins 
Company,  tiie  Pacific  Legal  Foundation 
and  the  Farmers  Home  Administratiom 

The  Department  agrees.  Criteria  5  and 

6  have  been  dropped  as  site  assessment 
criteria  but  made  a  part  of  the  guidelines 
for  using  the  criteria. 

8.  Farmers  Home  Administration  and 
the  Utah  Department  of  Agriculture  both 
questioned  the  validity  of  criterion  7  of 
Ae  proposed  rule  since  it  appeared  to  be 
appiicabie  only  where  the  lo^ 
jurisdiction  had  a  comprehensive  plan  in 
force. 

The  Department  has  dropped  criterion 

7  and  has  revised  criterion  4  to 
incorporate  the  de^ttons  of  "state  or 
local  government  pdlides  or  programs  to 
protect  farmland"  end  of  “private 
programs  to  protect  farmland."  These 
are  to  be  considered  only  where  they 
exist 

9.  The  proposed  rule  suted  that  based 
on  the  land  evaluation  criteria  set  fcnih 
hi  1 858A.  "all  farmland  will  be . 
evaluated  and  each  parcel  essignad  an 
overall  score  between  0  end  100 
representing  its  value  as  farmland 
reiativs  to  other  parcels  in  the  area." 

The  National  Cattlemen’s  AssodatiiHi, 
addressing  this  in  Its  comments. 


objected  to  SCS  or  any  other  federal 
agency  measuring  "the  value  of  a  site  as 
farmland."  adding  "Uus  should  be  a 
local  decision  at  the  lowest  possible 
level  of  government  preferably  iucaily- 
governed  soil  and  water  conservation 
districts.". The  National  Cattiemen  s 
Association's  concern  appears  to  be  that 
the  rule  will  cause  federal  agency 
persoimel  to  make  unsokati^  price 
appraisals  of  privately-owned  farmland 
in  the  course  of  their  data  collection 
activities. 

To  address  this  concern,  the  te.nn  now 
used  in  the  final  rale  is  "relative  value."  . 
"Relative  value"  is  based  purely  on  soils 
data  collected  by  SCS.  Expressed  on  a 
scale  of  0  to  100.  it  indicotes  the 
usefulness  of  a  parcel  of  land  as 
fanniand  for  sustained  produaivity. 
compared  to  other  land  in  the 
juri^ction.  It  would  be  separate  and 
distinct  from  the  price  of  the  land,  which 
would  in  any  event  depend  on  the  real, 
estate  market  and  the  oonsoiL  as  well  as 
the  soil,  characteristics  of  the  property. 

10.  The  Eovironmemal  Protection 
Agency,  among  others,  beiieved  that  the 
proposed  rule  would  tend  to  work 
ageinst  protection  of  fanniand  near 
u^eniz^  areas.  EPA  proposed  adding 
criteria  to  favor  protection  of  close-in 
fanniand  in  order  to  coanterbalance 
those  Criteria  on  which  dose-in 
farmland  would  receive  low  scores. 

Admittedly,  use  of  the  national 
criteria  coniainml  in  the  rule  will 
diBCTiminate  to  some  degree  ageinst  the 
protection  of  farmlend  dote  to  urban 
areas.  It  is  the  Department's  position 
that  the  purpose  of  the  .Act  it  to  protect 
the  best  of  tiie  .Nation's  farmlands  which 
era  located  where  farming  can  be  a 
practicable  economic  activity.  The 
Department  anodpetes  that  population 
increases  for  the  United  Slates  in  the 
next  SO  yean  will  require  conversion  of 
tome  land  from  farm  to  other  uses,  that 
land  nearest  urban  built-up  areas  are 
the  most  likely  candidates  for  such 
convnaions.  end  that  converting  these 
lands  is  preferable  to  having 
development  put  pressure  on  more 
prodoctira  farmlands  farther  from  these 
urban  built-up  areas.  The  FPP.A  is  not 
designed  for  the  protection  of  open 
space,  historic  farms,  recreation 
opportunities,  or  a  particular  rural 
lifestylt. 

Coomients  on  Guidelines  for  Use  of  the 
Critmial«».5 

1.  A  number  of  comments  ssterted 
that  bacause  the  proposed  rule  allowed 
■gdneies  to  use  any  relative  weighting  of 
t^  criteria  that  th^  desired  in 
determining  the  point  touts  for 
protection  of  a  site  as  farmland,  this 
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would  permit  an  agency  to  auign 
weights  so  as  to  preselect  the  results  of 
the  analysis.  This  concern  was  shared 
by  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration.  Ohio  Department  of 
Transportation.  Wisconsin  Department 
of  Agriculture.  Whitman  County. 
Washington.  R^onal  Planning  CounciL 
National  Association  of  State 
Departments  of  Agriculture.  iilI..oia 
South  Protect,  Association  for  Public 
justice.  Wisconsin  Land,  Conservation 
Association  and  others.' 

The  Department  believes  each  agency 
should  have  the  flexibility  to  judge  for 
itself  whether  the  weighting  pattern  in 
this  rule  is  the  appropriate  one  for  that 
agency's  programs.  However,  in 
response  to  these  comments,  the 
Department  now  recommends  in  the  rule 
that  an  agency  desiring  to  depart  from 
the  weighting  pattern  of  the  criteria  in 
the  rule  should  comply  with  two 
safeguards.  First,  the  agency,  in 
consultation  with  the  Department 
should  use  the  rulemaking  process  to 
establish  the  change,  and  second,  the 
variatioa  on  the  basic  weighting  pattern 
that  the  agency  adopts  should  be 
uniformly  applied  within  the  agency  so 
as  to  prevent  the  agency  from 
preselecting  a  particular  weighting 
pattern  that  would  insure  a  particular 
score  for  a  project 

2.  The  American  Farmland  Trust  the 
Rural  Electrification  Admmistration  and 
many  others  raised  concern  over  the 
assignment  of  equal  weights  to  all  16 
site  assessment  factors. 

Based  on  comments  received,  the 
weighting  has  been  revised  to  reflect  a 
difference  in  importance  ran^g  from  a 
high  score  of  20  points  to  a  high  tcora  of 
5  points.  The  total  points  for  the  site 
assessment  criteria  remains  160.  based 
on  a  rediatributioo  of  tba  points  among 
tht  12  criteria.  Even  thou^  the  cumber 
of  criteria  haa  dropped  fiom  16  to  12.  the 
160  point  total  for  the  site  asseument 
has  been  retained  in  order  to  retain  the 
same  balance  of  weighting  between  the 
site  assessment  and  land  tvaluadon 
criteria  which,  when  the  scores  are 
added  together,  provide  the  point  score 
for  a  fatmand  impact  rating  on  Form 
AD>1000  (see  i  658.3  of  the  rule). 

3.  Comments  from  the  Sierra  Qub.  . 
National  Audubon  Society.  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Counc^  and  others 
noted  that  the  rale  fails  to  require  that 
an  agency  consider  alternativas  to  the 
proposed  project  itself.  They  mainmn 
that  the  Act  calls  for  the  agency  to 
considenalteraative  actions,  includ^ 
the  alttmadve  of  not  doing  the  project 
at  alL  and  not  just  alternative  sites  fw  a 
proposed  action.  They  alto  assart  that 
the  raia  assumes  the  necessity  of  the 
proposed  action. 


Guidelines  for  die  use  of  the  criteria, 
now  foond  in  i  656.4  of  the  rale,  indicate 
that  when  a  site  obuins  a  threshoid 
score  of  160  points,  the  agency  should 
consider  alternative  sites,  locations  and 
designs.  This  process  should  lead  the 
agency  to  consideration  of  alternative 
actioni  as  well  as  alternative  sites  for 
proposed  program  actions. 

Compliance  with  the  FP7A  is  but  one 
of  the  requirements  that  federal 
agencies  must  meet  in  approving  or 
disapproving  projects.  Tim  FPPA  rale 
does  not  assume  the  necessity  of  the 
project  The  necessity  for  the  project  is 
left  to  be  determined  by  the  agency  on 
the  bests  of  economic  and 
environmental  analyses  and  ita 
statutory  program  responsibilities  as 
well  as  on  the  basis  Of  the  effects  of  the 
project  on  farmland. 

Section  1542  of  the  Act  calls  on 
federal  agencies  to  review  and  revise  if 
necessary;  their  sondes’  administrative 
regulations,  policies  and  procedures  to 
achieve  conformity  with  the  Act  In  this- 
process,  it  is  anticipated  that  the 
agencies  will  identify  actions  they  can 
take  to  alter  project  design  to  reduce 
effects  on  farmland. 

Comments  on  Technical  Assistance 
f  6S6J1 

1.  Comments  ffom  the  National 
Assocation  of  Realtors  and  the 
Wisconsin  Department  of  A^calture. 
Trade  and  Consumer  Itetection 
suggested  that  the  consultation  process 
«yith  elected  state  and  local  officials 
discussed  in  1 858.8(e)  of  the  proposed 
rule  be  required  and  that  private 
landholders  be  given  tba  opportunity  for 
consultation. 

The  consultation  process  discussed  in 
i  658.6  would  be  pursuant  to  Exacutiva 
Orden23r2.  That  Exacutive  Order  and 
the  various  federal  agtncy  legulstions 
pertaining  to  its  implementation  are  in 
place  and  federal  agencies  art  to 
comply.  The  I  U8.^c)  was  therefore 
deleted  as  an  unnecesary  part  of  this 
rale. 

2.  Tht  National  Cattleman's 
Assodstion  observed  that  language 
used  in  i  656.6  of  the  proposed  rale 
misquoted  the  Act  Tb^f  stated  that 
there  was  nothing  in  section  1543  of  tht 
Act  which  authoiizsd  the  Secretary  to  ' 
provide  technical  asaistanee  to  ’protect 
farmlaod”  or  to  "guide  urban 
development" 

The  Department  concurs  with  this 
comment  The  language  used  was  an 
iiudvertent  misquotation  of  the  Act  The 
correct  wording  “encourages”  the 
Secretary  to  provida  technical 
assisunca  to  an  agency  "that  desires  to 
develop  programs  or  pweies  to  limit  tht 
conversion  of  productive  faimianrUo  ' 


nonagricultural  uses."  This  now  has 
been  corrected  in  the  rule. 

3.  Tht  New  Mexico  Cattle  Grower's 
Association,  the  California  Association 
of  Realtors,  the  California  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  the  California  Cattlemen  s 
Association  and  othirs  suggested 
eliminating  the  reference  in  {  6S8.6(c)  of 
the  proposed  rule  to  Forest-Service 
cooperation  in  planning  for  uses  of  land 
adjacent  to  National  Forests  and 
consideration,  whmvcr  practicable,  of 
coordinating  the  management  of 
National  Forest  lands  with  tht 
management  of  adjacent  lands.  They 
msintsined  that  this  language  suggested 
that  the  Forest  Service  would  be  in  a 
position  to  influence  land  use  policies  on 
lands  adjacent  to  National  Forests,  and 
they  did  not  want  this  poasiblity  to 
arise. 

To  eliminate  any  misunderstanding, 
this  entire  statement  now  has  been 
eliminated  in  the  revised  proposed  rule. 

4.  The  National  Cattlemens' 
Association,  the  New  Mexico  Cattle 
Growers’  Association  and  others 
expressed  concern  thatdeveiupment  of 
maps  designating  farmlands  would 
dense  those  to  be  protected 
permanently  by  the  Act  as  farmland, 
even  though  conditions  were  likely  to 
change  over  time. 

The  comment  apparently  is  bsttd  on 
the  prsmise  that  designating  or 
identifying  farmlands  on  maps  is 
comparable  to  soning  and  that  such 
lands  will  'oe  permanendy  protected 
from  coi\yersion  by  law.  The  Act  does 
not  protect  par  se  any  farmland  from 
being  converted  to  nonagricultural  usa. 
The  Act  and  tha  rule  simply  require  that 
federal  agency  decisionmakers  consider , 
the  effects  of  proposed  actions  on  dw 
conversion  of  fsmland  and  considar 
alternadvts  that  would  lessen  such 
effects.  Maps  would  simply  indicate 
those  lands  thst  would  fall  under  the 
puraiew  of  the  Act 

5.  American  Farmland  Trust  and 
others  suggested  that  the  Department 
provide  information  to  federal  agendea. 
state  and  local  governments  and  others 
regard^  provsions  of  the  FPA  and  its 
implementing  rale. 

The  Department  will  be  providiiv 
information  to  other  federal  agencies 
and  state  local  governmenu  concerning 
tte  rule.  Upon  request  SCS  will  assist 
fs^ral  agendas  in  training  personnel  to 
implement  tht  Act  Ths  Extension 
Service  is  rtsponsibis  for  designing  and 
implementing  educational  progranu  and 
materials  in  accordanca  with  section 
lS44(a)  of  tht  Act  Tha  National 
Apicultural  Library  has  been 
designaud  a  a  farmland  information 
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(f)  "Site"  means  the  location(sl  that 
would  be  converted  by  the  proposed 
aaioo(s). 

(g)  "Unit  of  local  government”  means 
the  government  of  a  county, 
municpaiity.  town,  township,  village,  or 
other  unit  of  general  government  below 
the  sute  level  or  a  combination  of  units 
of  local  government  acting  through  an 
areawide  agency  under  a  state  law  or  an 
agreement  for  the  formulation  of 
regional  development  policies  and 
plans. 

3  estJ  AppticaMlity  anO  esenipilan& 

(a)  Section  1540(b)  of  the  Act.  7  U.S.C. 
420l(b].  states  that  the  purpose  of  the 
Act  is  to  minimize  the  extent  to  which 
federal  programs  contribute  to  tha 
unnecessary  and  irreversible  conversion 
of  farmland  to  nonagricultural  uses. 
Conversion  of  farmland  to 
nonagricultural  uses  does  not  include 
the  construction  of  on*farm  structures 
necessary  for  farm  operations.  Federal 
agencies  can  obtain  assistance  from 
USDA  in  determining  whether  a 
proposed  location  or  site  meets  the  Act's 
det'inition  of  farmland.  The  USDA  Soil 
Conservation  Service  (SCS)  Held  office 
serving  the  area  will  proxida  tha 
assistance.  Many  state  or  local 
government  planning  offices  can  also 
proxnde  this  assistance. 

(b)  Acquisitioa  or  use  of-fatmland  by 
a  federal  agency  for  national  defense 
purposes  is  exe.mpted  by  section  lS47(b) 
of  the  Act  7  U3.C  4208(b). 

(c)  The  Act  and  these  regulations  do 
not  authonze  the  Federal  Government  in 
any  way  to  regulate  the  use  of  private  or 
nonfederal  land,  or  in  any  way  affect  the 
property  rights  of  owners  of  such  land. 
The  Ac:  and  these  regulations  do  not 
proxide  authority  for  the  withholding  of 
federal  assistance  to  convert  farmland 
to  nonagricultural  usaa.  In  casas  when 
either  a  private  party  or  a  nonfedaral 
unit  of  government  applies  for  federal 
assistance  to  convert  farmland  to  a 
nonagricultural  usa.  the  federal  agency 
should  use  the  criteria  sat  forth  in  this 
part  to  1  ientify  and  taka  into  account 
any  adverse  effects  on  farmland  of  tha 
assistance  requested  and  develop  . 
alternative  actions  that  could  avroid  or 
mitigate  such  adverM  effects.  It  after 
consideration  of  the  adverse  effects  and 
su^ested  alternatives,  the  applicant 
wants  to  proceed  with  the  conversion, 
the  federal  agency  may  not  on  the  basis 
of  the  Act  or  these  rtguiations.  leinaa  to 
provide  the  requested  auistanca. 

(d)  Section  154&  7  U.SC.  4208.  states 
that  the  Act  shall  not  be  deemed  to 
provide  a  basis  for  any  action,  either 
legal  or  eqpiteble.  by  any  state,  unit  of 
lo^  government  or  any  person  or  ciess 
of  persons  c.hellengittg  a  federal  project 


program,  or  other  activity  that  may 
afftet  farmland.  Neither  tha  Act  nor  this 
rule,  therefore,  shall  afford  any  basis  for 
sxich  an  action. 

!65a.4  GuMaMwaforusaeloilena. 

As  stated  above  and  as  provided  in 
the  Act  each  federal  agency  shall  uta 
the  criteria  provided  in  }  658J  to 
identify  and  taka  into  account  tha 
adverse  effects  of  federal  programs  on 
the  protection  of  fennland.  The  agencies 
are  to  consider  alfernativt  aedona.  as 
appropriate,  that  could  lessmi  such 
adverse  affects,  and  assure  that  such 
federal  programs,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  are  compatible  with  state, 
unit  of  local  government  and  private 
programs  and  policies  to  protect 
farmland.  The  following  are  guidelines 
to  assist  tha  agencies  in  these  tasks: 

(a)  An  agency  should  first  make  a 
request  to  SCS  on  Form  AO  1008.  the 
Farmland  Conversion  Impact  Rating 
Form,  available  at  SCS  offices,  for 
determination  of  whether  the  site  is 
farmland  subject  to  the  .Act  If  neither 
the  entire  site  nor  any  part  of  it  arc 
subject  to  the  Act  thu  the  Act  will  not 
apply  and  SCS  will  so  notify  the  agency. 
If  the  site  is  determined  by  SCS  to  be 
subject  to  the  Act  then  S^  will 
measure  the  relative  value  of  the  site  as 
farmland  on  a  scale  of  0  to  100 
according  to  the  information  sources 
listed  in  1 6S3.3(a).  SCS  will  respond  to 
these  requests  within  45  calendar  days 
of  their  receipt  In  the  event  that  SCS 
fails  to  compietc  its  response  within  the 
45-day  peti^  if  further  delay  would 
inteifere  with  construction  activities,  the 
agency  should  proceed  as  though  the 
site  were  not  farmland. 

(b)  The  Form  AD  1008.  returned  to  the 
agency  by  SCS  will  also  include  the 
following  incidental  information:  The 
total  amount  of  fermabla  land  (the  land 
in  tha  unit  of  local  government's 
Jurisdiction  that  is  capable  of  producing 
the  commonly  grown  crop);  the 
percentage  of  the  jurisdiction  that  is 
farmland  covered  by  the  Act  the 
percentage  of  farmland  in  the 
jurisdiction  that  the  project  tvould 
convert  and  tha  percentagt  of  farmland 
in  the  local  government's  jurisdiction 
with  the  same  or  higher  r^dve  valua 
than  tha  land  that  the  project  would 
convert  These  statistics  will  not  bt  pan 
of  the  criteria  scoring  process,  but  are 
intended  simply  to  furnish  additional 
back^und  i^ormation  to  federal 
agencies  to  ski  them  in  considsring  ths 
entets  of  their  ivojects  on  farmland. 

(e)  Aftsr  tha  agen^  receives  fnm 
SCS  the  score  of  a  site's  rtlativc  value 
as  dcfcribed  in  I  658.4(a)  aiul  then 
applies  the  site  esscssment  criteria 
which  ate  set  forth  in  1 658JI  (b)  and  (cl 


the  agency  will  assign  to  the  site  a 
combined  score  of  up  to  260  points, 
composed  of  up  to  100  pomts  for  relative 
vaiuc  and  up  to  160  points  for  the  site 
aasctsnicnL  With  thia  score  the  agency 
will  be  able  to  identify  the  effect  of  its 
programs  on  farmland  and  make  a 
detarrainatKHi  aa  to  tha  suitability  of  tha 
sita  for  protection  as  farmland  Onca 
this  score  is  computed  USDA 
recommends: 

(1)  Sites  with  the  highest  combined 
senrea  be  regarded  aa  most  suitable  for 
protection  u^er  these  criteria  and  sites 
with  the  lowest  scores,  as  least  sulubla. 

(2)  Sites  receiving  a  tout  score  of  less 
than  160  be  given  a  mimmal  level  of 
consideration  for  protection  and  no 
additional  sites  be  evaluated 

(3)  Sites  receiving  scores  totaling  160 
or  more  be  given  increasingly  higher 
IcvcJs  of  consideration  for  protection. 

(4)  When  making  decisions  on 
proposed  achons  for  sites  receixing 
scores  totaling  160  or  more,  agency 
persormel  consider; 

(i)  Use  of  land  that  is  not  farmland  or 
uaa  of  existing  structures: 

(u)  Alternative  sites,  locations  and 
designs  that  would  serve  the  proposed 
purpose  but  convert  either  fewer  acres 
of  farmland  or  other  farmland  that  has  a 
lower  relative  value: 

(iii)  Special  siting  requirements  of  tha 
proposed  project  a^  the  extent  to 
which  an  alternative  site  fails  to  satisfy 
the  special  siting  requiremenu  as  well 
as  the  originaily  saiectad  site. 

(d)  Federal  agencies  may  elect  to 
assign  tha  tita  assessmant  criteria 
rtfetivs  weightings  other  then  those 
shown  in  {  6585  (b)  and  (cl  If  an  agency 
elects  to  do  sa  USIA  recommends  that 
the  agency  adopt  its  alternative 
weighting  systra  (1)  through  rulemaking 
in  consultation  with  USDA.  and  (2)  as  a 
system  to  be  used  uniformly  throughout 
tte  agency.  USDA  recommends  that  the 
wtightings  stated  in  f  6585  (b)  and  (c) 
be  used  until  an  agen^  issues  a  final 
rule  to  change  the  vret^iinga. 

-(c)  It  is  advisable  that  evaluations  and 
snaij-ges  of  prospcctix-t  farmland 
conversioo  impaca  ba  made  early  in  tha 
planning  prxieess  before  a  site  or  design 
is  select  and  that  where  possible, 
agencies  make  the  FI7A  evaluations  - 
part  of  the-Naiional  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA)  process.  Under  the 
agent's  own  NEPA  regulations,  soma 
catog^es  of  profects  may  be  exdudcd 
from  NEPA  vdiidi  may  still  be  oivcred 
ondcr  the  FPP.A.  Section  lS40(c)(4)  of  the 
Act  exempts  projects  that  were  beyond 
the  planning  sta^  and  were  in  either  the 
active  design  or  construction  state  on 
the  effective  dete  of  the  Act  Section 
lS47(b)  exempts  acquisition  or  use  of 
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farmland  for  national  defense  purposes. 
There  are  no  other  exemptions  of 
projecu  by  category  in  the  Act 

(f)  Numerous  states  and  units  of  local 
government  are  developing  and 
adopting  Land  Evaluation  and  Site 
Assessment  (LESA)  systems  to  evaluate 
the  productivity  of  agricultural  land  and 
its  suitability  for  conversion  to 
nonagricultural  use.  Therefore,  state  and 
units  of  local  government  may  have 
already  performed  an  evaluation  using 
criteria  similar  to  those  contained  in  this 
rule  applicable  to  federal  agencies. 
USOA  recommends  that  where  sites  are 
to  be  evaluated  within  a  jurisdiction 
having  a  state  or  local  L^A  system  that 
has  been  approved  by  the  governing 
body  of  such  jurisdiction  and  has  b^ 
placed  on  the  SCS  state 
conservationist's  list  as  one  which 
meets  the  purpose  of  the  FPPA  in 
balance  with  other  public  policy 
objectives,  federal  agencies  use  that 
system  to  make  the  evaluation. 

i  853.5  Criteria. 

This  section  states  the  criteria 
required  by  section  1341(a)  of  the  Act.  7  . 
U.S.C  4202(aj.  The  criteria  were 
developed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agnculnire  in  cooperation  with  other 
federal  agencies.  'They  are  in  two  parts. 

(1)  the  land  evaluation  criterion,  relative 
value,  for  which  SCS  will  provide  the 
rating  or  score,  and  (2)  the  site 
assessment  criteria,  for  which  each 
federal  agency  must  develop  its  own 
ratings  or  scores.  The  criteria  are  as 
follows: 

(a)  Land  Evaluation  Criterion- 
Relative  Value.  The  land  evaluation 
criterion  is  based  on  infonnation  from 
several  sources  including  national 
cooperative  soil  surveys  or  other 
acceptable  soil  surveyik  SCS  Geld  office 
technical  guides,  soil  potential  ratings  or 
soil  productivity  ratings,  land  capability 
ciassiGcations.  and  important  farmland 
determinations.  Baaed  on  this 
information,  groups  of  soils  within  a 
local  government’s  jurisdiction  will  be 
evaluated  and  assigned  a  score  between 
0  to  too.  representing  die  relative  value, 
for  agricultural  production,  of  the 
farmland  to  be  converted  by  the  project 
compared  to  other  farmland  in  the  same 
local  government  jurisdiction.  This  score 
will  be  the  Relative  Value  Rating  on 
Form  AD  1006. 

(b)  Site  Assessment  Criteria.  Federal 
agencies  are  to  use  the  following  criteria 
to  assess  the  suitability  of  each 
proposed  site  or  design  alternative  for 
protection  as  farmland  along  with  the 
score  from  the  land  evaluation  criterion 
described  in  i  658J(a).  Each  criterion 
will  be  given  a  score  on  a  scale  of  0  to 
the  maximum  points  shown.  Conditions 


suggesting  top.  intermediate  and  bottom 
scores  are  in^cated  for  each  criterion. 
The  agency  would  make  scoring 
dedsions  in  the  context  of  each 
proposed  site  or  alternative  action  by 
examining  the  site,  the  surrounding  area, 
and  the  programs  end  policies  of  the 
state  or  local  unit  of  government  in 
which  the  site  is  located.  Where  oim 
given  location  has  more  than  one  design 
alternative,  each  design  should  be 
considered  as  an  alternative  site.  The 
Slit  assessment  criteria  are: 

(1)  How  much  land  is  in  nonurban  use 
within  a  radius  of  1.0  mile  from  where 
the  project  is  intemledt 

More  than  90  percent— IS  points 
90  to  20  percent— 14  to  1  pointis) 

Less  than  20  percent— 0  points 

(2)  How  much  of  the  perimeter  of  the 
site  borders  on  land  in  nonurban  use? 
More  than  90  percent — 10  points 

90  to  20  percent— 9  to  1  pouu(s) 

Less  than  20  percent— 0  points 

(3)  How  much  of  the  site  has  been 
farmed  (managed  for  a  scheduled 
harvest  or  timber  activity)  more  than 
Gve  of  the  last  10  years? 

More  than  90  percent — 20  points 
90  to  20  percent— 19  to  1  points(s) 

Less  than  20  percent— 0  points 

(4)  Is  the  site  subject  to  state  or  unit  of 
local  government  pq}ides  or  programs  to 
protect  farmland  or  covered  by  private 
programs  to  protect  farmland? 

Site  is  protected— 20  points 
Site  is  not  protected-^  points 

(5)  How  dose  is  the  site  to  an  urban  . 
built-up  area? 

The  site  is  2  miles  or  more  from  an 
urban  built-up  area — 15  points 
The  site  is  more  than  1  mile  but  less 
than  2  miles  from  an  urban  built-up 
area— 10  points 

The  site  is  less  than  1  mile  from,  but  is 
not  adjacent  to  an  urban  built-iq> 
area— S  points 

The  sits  is  adjacent  to  an  urban  built-up 
area— 0  points 

(6)  How  dose  is  the  site  to  water 
lines,  sewer  lines  and/or  other  local 
facilities  and  services  whose  capadtics 
and  design  would  promote 
nonagri^tural  use? 

None  of  the  services  exist  nearer  than  3 
miles  from  the  site— 15  points 
Some  of  the  services  exist  more  than  1 
but  less  than  3  miles  from  the  sits — ^10  ' 
points 

All  of  the  services  exist  within  H  mile  of 
the  site— 0  points 

(7)  Is  the  farm  unit(s)  conuining  the 
site  (before  the  project)  as  large  as  tha 
average-size  fanning  unit  in  the  county? 
(Average  farm  sizes  in  eseh  county  are 
available  from  tha  SCS  Geld  offices  in 


each  sute.  Data  are  from  the  latest 
available  Census  of  Agnculture. 

Acreage  of  Farm  Units  in  Operation 
with  S1.0Q0  or  arorc  m  sales.) 

As  large  or  larger— 10  points 
Below  averago^educt  1  point  for  each 
S  percent  bdow  the  average,  down  to 
0  points  if  SO  percent  or  mure  below 
average — 9  to  0  points 

(8)  If  this  sits  is  chosen  for  the  projech 
how  much  of  the  remaining  land  on  the 
farm  will  become  non-farmable  because 
of  interference  with  land  patterns? 
Acreage  equal  to  more  than  2S  percent 

of  acres  directly  converted  by  the 
ixoject— 10  points 
Acreage  equal  to  between  25  and  5 
percent  of  the  acres  directly  converted 
by  the  project— 9  to  1  point(s) 

Acreage  equal  to  less  than  5  percent  of 
the  acres  directly  converted  by  the 
project— 0  points 

(9)  Does  the  site  have  available 
adequate  supply  of  farm  support 
serxices  and  markets,  i-e..  farm 
suppliers,  equipment  dealers,  processing 
and  storage  fadiities  and  farmer's 
markets? 

All  required  services  are  available — 5 
points 

Some  required  servires  are  available— 4 
to  1  pointfs) 

No  required  services  are  avs>l,abie— 0 
points 

(10)  Does  the  site  hsve  substantia) 
and  weil-maintained  cn-farm 
investments  such  as  bams,  otiter  siurage 
building,  fruit  trees  and  vines.  Geid 
terraces,  drainage,  irrigation, 
waterways,  or  other  soil  and  water 
coiuervation  measures? 

High  amount  of  on-farm  investment— 20 
points 

Moderate  amount  of  on-farm 
investment— 19  to  1  point(s) 

No  on-finn  mvestmeni— 0  poinu 

(11)  Would  die  project  at  this  site,  by 
converting  farmland  to  nonagriculturai 
use.  reduce  the  demand  for  farm  support 
services  so  as  to  jeopardize  the 
continued  existence  of  these  support 
servicei  and  thus,  die  xiabiiiiy  of  the 
farms  remaining  is  the  area?  ' 
Substantial  reduction  in  demand  for 

support  services  if  the  site  is 
converted — 10  points 
Some  reduction  in  demand  for  support 
services  if  the  site  is  converted— 9  to  i 
point(s) 

No  sigiuficant  reduction  in  demand  for 
suppoH  services  if  the  site  is 
converted— 0  points 

(12)  Is  the  kind  end  intensity  of  i!ie 
proposed  use  of  the  site  sufGaent.'y 
incompatible  with  agriculture  :hai  it  is 
likely  to  contribute  to  the  eventual 
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conversion  of  surrounding  farmland  to 
nonaghculmral  use? 

Proposed  proieet  is  incompatible  with 
existing  agricultural  use  of 
surrounding  farmland— 10  points 
Proposed  project  is  tolerable  to  existing 
agricultural  use  of  surrounding 
farmland— 0  to  1  point(s) 

Proposed  project  is  fully  compatible 
with  existing  agricultural  use  of 
suRounding  farmland— 0  points 
(c)  Conidor-typt  Site  Assessment 
Criteria.  The  following  -riteria  are  to  be 
used  tor  projects  that  have  a  linear  or 
corridor-type  site  configuration 
connectmig  two  distant  points,  and 
crossing  several  different  tracts  of  land. 
These  include  utility  lines,  highways, 
railroads,  stream  improvements,  and 
flood  control  systems.  Federal  agendas 
are  to  assess  the  suitability  of  each 
cotridor-type  site  or  design  alternative 
for  protection  as  farmland  along  with 
the  land  evaluation  information 
described  in  $  e5a.4(a|.  All  criteria  for 
corridor-type  sites  will  be  scored  as 
shown  in  }  6S8.5(b]  for  other  sites, 
except  as  noted-below: 

(1)  Criteria  5  and  6  will  not  be 
considered. 

(2)  Criterion  8  will  be  scored  on  a 
scale  of'O  to  2S  points,  and  chterion  11 
will  be  scored  on  a  scale  of  0  to  2S 
points. 

$8584  Technical  aaaiatwicaL 

(a)  Section  1943  of  the  Act  7  U.S.C. 
4204  states.  ‘The  Secretary  is 
encouraged  to  provide  technical 
assistance  to  any  state  or  unit  of  local 
government  or  any  nonprofit 
organixation.  as  determined  by  the 


Secretary,  that  desires  to  develop 
programs  or  polices  to  limit  the 
conversion  of  productive  farmland  to 
nonagiicultural  uses."  In  i  242.  of  7  CFR 
Part  2.  Subtitle  A.  SCS  is  delegated 
leadership  responsibility  within  USDA 
for  the  activities  treated  in  this  part 

(b)  In  providing  assistance  to  states, 
local  units  of  government  and  nonprofit 
organisations.  USDA  will  make 
available  maps  and  other  soila 
information  tern  the  national 
cooperative  soil  survey  through  SCS 
.field  offices. 

(c)  Additional  assistance,  within 
available  resources,  may  be  obtained 
from  local  offices  of  other  USDA 
agendas.  The  Agncultural  Stabilization 
a^  Conservation  Service  and  the  Forest 
Service  can  provide  aerial  photographs, 
crop  history  data,  and  related- 
information.  A  reasonable  fee  may  be 
charged.  In  many  states,  the 
Cooperative  Extension  Service  can 
provide  help  in  understanding  and 
identifying  farmland  protection  issues 
and  problems,  resolving  conflicts, 
developing  alternatives,  dedding  on 
appropriate  actions,  and  implementing 
those  decisions. 

(d)  Offidals  of  stats  agendes.  local 
units  of  government  nonprofit 
organizations,  or  regional  area,  sute* 
levcL  or  field  offices  of  federal  agendes 
may  obtain  assistance  by  contacting  the 
office  of  the  SCS  state  conservationist 
A  list  of  Soil  Conservation  Service  state 
office  locations  appears  in  Appendix  A. 
Section  681.6  of  this  Title,  if  fiuther 
assistance  is  needed,  requests  should  be 
made  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Natural  Resources  and  Environment 


Office  of  the  Sec.*etary.  Department  of 
Agriculture.  Washington.  O.C  20250. 

fCSa.?  USOA  aaetotsflce  wftti  leoerat 
apaneiM'  reviews  ot  poueies  and 
proceouroe. 

(a]  Section  19421a|  of  the  Act  7  U.S  C 
4203.  states.  “Each  department,  agency, 
independent  commission  or  other  unit  of 
the  Federal  Government  with  the 
assistance  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  shall  review  current 
provisions  of  law.  administrative  rules 
and  relations,  and  polides  and 
procedures  applicable  to  it  to  determine 
whether  any  provision  thereof  will 
prevent  sudi  unit  of  the  Federal 
Government  from  taking  appropriate 
action  to  comply  fully  with  the 
provisions  of  this  subtitle." 

(c)  USDA  will  provide  certain 
assistance  to  other  federal  agencies  for 
the  purposes  spedfied  in  section  1542  of 
the  Act.  7  U4.G  4203.  If  a  federal 
agency  identifies  or  suggests  changes  in 
laws,  administrative  rules  and 
regulations,  polides.  or  procedures  that 
may  affect  the  agency's  compliance  with 
the  Act.  USDA  can  advise  the  agency  of 
the  probable  effects  of  the  changes  on 
the  protection  of  farmland.  To  request 
this  assistanca.  officials  of  federal 
agendes  should  correspond  with  the 
Chief.  Soil  Conservation  Service.  P.O. 
Box  289a  Washington.  D.C  20013. 

Dated:  june  a.  1964. 
foha  B.  CieweB.  |r. 

AssiatantSeaetary  for  Natural  Resources 
and  EavitaruneM 

ira  Dw.  iwreet  iM  T-»aic  **•  «■! 
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STEPS  IN  THE  PROCESSING  THE  FARMLAND  AND  CONVERSION  IMPACT  RATLNC  FORM 


IStep  1  -  Federal  agencies  involved  is  proposed  projects  that  may  convert  farmland,  as  defined  in  the  Farmland  Protection 
Policy  Act  (FPPA)  to  nonagnculturai  uses,  will  iaiually  complete  Parts  I  and  III  of  the  form. 

Step  2  -  Originator  will  send  copies  A,  B  and  C,  together  with  maps  indicating  locations  of  sitefs),  to  the  Soil  Conservation 

I  Service  (SCS)  local  field  office  and  retain  copy  D  for  their  files.  (Note;  SCS  has  a  field  office  in  most  counties  in  the  U.S.  The 
field  office  is  usually  located  in  the  county  seat.  A  list  of  field  office  locations  are  available  from  the  SCS  State  Conservationist 
in  each  state). 

Ktep  3  —  SCS  wiQ,  within  4S  calendar  days  after  receipt  of  form,  make  a  determination  as  to  whether  the  site(s)  of  the  pro- 
Iposed  project  contains  prime,  unique,  statewide  or  local  important  farmland. 

IStep  4  —  In  cases  where  farmland  covered  by  the  FPPA  wQ]  be  converted  by  the  proposed  project.  SCS  field  offices  will  com¬ 
plete  Pam  II,  IV  and  V  of  the  form.  ^ 

Step  5  —  SCS  will  return  copy  A  and  B  of  the  form  to  the  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  project.  (Copy  C  will  be  retained  for 

I  SCS  records). 

Step  6  —  The  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  proposed  project  will  complete  Pam  VI  and  VII  of  the  form. 

I  Step  T  —  The  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  proposed  project  will  make  a  determination  as  to  whether  the  proposed  conver¬ 
sion  is  consistent  with  the  FPPA  and  the  agency's  internal  polices. 


■  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  COMPLETING  THE  FARMLAND  CONVERSION  LMPACT  RATING  FORM 

J  Part  I:  In  completing  the  “County  And  State”  questions  list  all  the  local  governments  that  are  responsible 
for  local  land  use  controls  where  site(s)  are  to  be  es^uated. 

I  Part  HI:  In  completing  item  B  (Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Indirectly),  include  the  following: 

II .  Acres  not  being  directly  converted  but  that  would  no  longer  be  capable  of  being  farmed  after  the  conver¬ 
sion,  because  the  conversion  would  restrict  access  to  them. 

12.  Acres  planned  to  receive  services  from  an  infrastructure  project  as  indicated  in  the  project  justification 
(e.g.  highways,  utilities)  that  will  cause  a  direct  conversion. 

Part  VI:  Do  not  complete  Part  VI  if  a  local  site  assessment  is  used, 

^Assign  the  maximum  points  for  each  site  assessment  criterion  as  shown  in  §6S8.5(b)  of  CFR.  In  cases  of 
corridor-type  projects  such  as  transportation,  poweriine  and  flood  control,  criteria  #5  and  #6  will  not  apply 

I  and  will  be  weighted  zero,  however,  criterion  #8  wQl  be  weighted  a  maximum  of  25  points,  and  criterion 
#1 1  a  maximum  of  25  points. 


I  Individual  Federal  agencies  at  the  national  level,  may  assign  relative  weights  among  the  13  site  assessment 
criteria  other  than  those  shown  in  the  FPPA  rule.  In  all  cases  where  other  weights  are  assigned,  relative  adjust¬ 
ments  must  be  made  to  maintain  the  maximum  total  weight  points  at  160. 

I  In  rating  alternative  sites.  Federal  agencies  shall  consider  each  of  the  criteria  and  assign  points  within  the 
*  limits  established  in  the  FPPA  rule.  Sites  most  suitable  for  protection  under  these  criteria  will  receive  the 

(highest  total  scores,  and  sites  least  suitable,  the  lowest  scores. 

Part  VH:  In  computing  the  “Total  Site  Assessment  Points”,  where  a  State  or  local  site  assessment  is  used 
and  the  total  maximum  number  of  points  is  other  than  160,  adjust  the  site  assessment  points  to  a  base  of  160. 

■  Example:  if  the  Site  Assessment  maximum  is  200  points;  and  alternative  Site  “A”  is  rated  180  points: 

Total  points  assigned  Site  A  •  180  x  160  *  144  points  for  Site  “A.” 

Maximum  points  possible  200 
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received 

PRC  •  P  *  0 

PRC  Engineering 
ATTN:  Michael  A.  Benner 
972  Town  &  Country  Road 
P.  0.  Box  5367 
Orange  CA  92667 

Dear  Mr  Benner 


The  information  you  requested  in  your  13  Nov  84  letter  to  the  Van  Nuys  Air 
National  Guard  follows: 

1983 


Jan 

5,879 

Feb 

6,808 

Mar 

7,000 

Apr 

7,000 

May 

7,000 

Jun 

6,429 

Jul 

5,987 

Aug 

6,208 

Sep 

6,290 

Oct 

5,976 

Nov 

5,666 

Dec 

6,691 

Total  76,934 


These  figures  include  all  inbound,  outbound,  touch  and  go,  and  approaches 
during  calendar  year  1983. 


Sincerely 


MARY  I.  SIMO^ 

Chief,  Documenxation  Branch 
Base  Administration 
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CITY  OF  CAMARIUO 

Mi  C4XMZM  OBIVB 
r  O  BOX  B4B 
CAKABIXXO.  CXUXOBMXA  MOtO 
(■OS)  MB-MBl 


OPFICS  OV  THE  MXTOB 


August '10,  198A 


Mr.  Eugene  Grigsby 
The  Planning  Group 
1728  Silverlake  Boulevard 
Los  Angeles ,  CA  90026 

Dear  Mr.  Grigsby: 

The  following  is  a  list  of  issues  and  concerns  of  the  City  of 
Camarillo  relating  to  the  relocation  of  the  146th  Tactical 
Airlift  Wing  from  Van  Nuys  with  Point  Mugu  NAS  as  one  of  the 
alternates.  The  City  Council  feels  that  a  thorough  examination 
of  these  issues  would  assist  the  community  and  decisionmakers 
in  understanding  the  impacts  associated  with  such  a  proposal . 

1.  Noise  Impacts 

a.  What  is  present  situation  over  Camarillo? 

b.  What  would  noise  levels  over  Camarillo  be  under  the 
proposal? 

c.  What  would  noise  levels  over  Camarillo  be  for  alternate 
assigned  aircraft  (i.e,,  C-141B  or  F-16)? 

2.  Operations 

a.  Any  limit  on  flying  hours  as  well  as  maintenance  run 
ups?  How  much  approach,  touch  and  go  training  will 
occur  at  Point  Mugu  versus  present  activity? 

b.  Would  flight  paths  be  over  residences,  schools  or 
large  crowd  areas? 


c.  What  will  be  the  normal  flight  patterns? 
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d.  What  Is  the  nxunber  and  mix  of  flight  operations  now? 

What  will  be  the  nxanber  and  mix  of  flight  operations 
after  transfer? 

e.  Will  there  be  an  Increase  in  transient  itilitary  air- 

'  craft  due  to  unit's  relocation  and  maintenance  support 
capability? 

3.  Will  an  EIS  be  required  if  tmit  converts  to  C-141B,  F-16,  or 
other  aircraft? 

4.  Any  low  level  training,  missed  approach,  or  other  local  area 
training  requirements  that  would  be  over  residential  areas? 

5.  What  is  the  possibility  of  an  increase  in  nxjmbers  of  aircraft 
assigned  to  the  146  TAW? 

6.  Compatibility/conflict  of  airspace  use. 

Is  there  a  need  to  update  air  traffic  control  in  the  area  at 
Camarillo  Airport?  at  Oxnard  Airport? 

7.  Are  utilities  adequate  to  serve  expansion? 

8.  Will  Mugu  Lagoon  be  impacted? 

9.  What  effect  will  the  transfer  have  on  air  quality? 

10.  Any  danger  from  hazardous  cargo  both  in  the  air  and  ground 
transportation? 

11.  Are  roads  adequate  to  handle  expected  traffic? 

12.  Will  fire  suppression  missions  be  continued  and  Point  Mugu 
used  as  a  base  of  operation? 

13.  What  impacts  are  expected  on  housing? 

14.  What  impacts  are  expected  on  schools,  both  enrollment  and 

noise  on  school  sites? 

15.  Will  land  be  removed  from  agriculture  and  if  so  what  is  the 
significance? 

16.  What  are  the  on-base  construction  and  facility  requirements? 

17.  What  are  the  benefits  of  the  relocation? 
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18.  Uhat  are  the  cost  comparisons  of  relocation  to  each  of  the 
proposed  sites? 

19.  Who  will  be  the  hearing  body? 

20.  What  agency  will  make  the  decision  on  relocation? 

21.  What  is  the  schedule  for  EIR  preparation,  review,  hearings, 
and  decision? 


We  appreciate  your  invitation  to  participate  in  this  process  and 
desire  to  be  kept  informed  of  future  hearings  and  reports. 


FBE:S 


PUBLIC  SCOPING  MEETING 
13  Augxist,  1984 


146th  Tactic^^  Airlift  wing  Proposed  Belocation  to  Pt.  Mugu _ 

WOULD  YOU  PLEASE  PBOVIOE  ANSWEBS  TO  THE  FOLLOWING  QUESTIC»<S? 

1}  Who  is  the  'lead  agency*  responsible  for  preparation  of  this  document? 

Are  they  sufficiently  detached  from  this  proposal  to  provide  objective 
guidance  to  the  EIS  contractor? 

2)  Who  viill  make  the  relocation  decision?  Are  they  sufficiently  detached 
from  the  proposal  to  make  an  objective  decision? 

3)  why  was  PRC  selected  as  the  contractor  to  prepare  the  EIS,  and 
by  whom  were  they  selected? 

4)  Do  they  have  a  demonstrated  expertise  in  socioeconomic,  noise,  air  safety 
and  real  estate  valuation  impact  assessment?  If  so,  what  is  it? 

5)  How  will  PRC  assess  noise  iapacts? 

6)  How  will  PRC  assess  air  safety  impacts?  Will  collision  probability 

functions  be  developed  based  on  past  versus  projected  air  traffic? 

7)  How  will  PRC  assess  property  value  impacts? 

8)  The  number  of  takeoffs/landings,  or  “points  of  origination"  are 

not  particularly  relevant  to  the  residents  of  eastern  Camarillo.  The 
precise  number  of  flights,  types  of  flights  and  times  of  flights  over 
easts rTi  Camarillo  ^  critical!  Since  training  flights  and  some  other 
flights  (e.g.,  "touch  and  go")  make  repeated  "passes"  over  eastern 
Camarillo,  the  EIS  should  precisely  quantify  those  numbers.  Are  those 
numbers  available  now? 

9)  When  the  C-130s  are  replaced  in  the  near  future,  what  will  replace 
them  and  how  loud  are  these  planes? 

10)  How  seriously  are  you  considering  the  "no-'action  alternative"? 

Hill  the  economic  benefits  of  its  selection  be  clearly  indicated 
in  the  EIS? 

11)  Why  is  the  146th  proposing  to  move?  Maintenance  problems  at  Van  Nuys? 
Security?  Safety?  Ihreat  of  deactivation  when  new,  larger  transports 
replace  the  C-130s  and  Van  Nuys  facilities  are  inadequate  to  accomodate 
them? 

12)  What  are  the  other  Air  National  Guard  units  in  the  LA  area  and  where 
are  they  located?  What  services  are  provided  by  the  146th  that 

are  not,  or  cannot  be  provided  by  other  Guard  units?  Hill  this  be 
discussed  in  the  EIS? 


Submitted  by 

Eugene  R.  Mancini 
Camarillo,  California 


PUBLIC  SCOPING  MEETING 
13  August,  1984 
Camarillo,  California 


—  On  the  PROPOSED  RELOCATICMl  OF  TOE  146th  TACTICAL  AIRLIFT  WING  FROM 
VAN  NUYS  TO  PT.  KUOJ,  CAMARILLO,  CALIFORNIA— 

Comments  submitted  by: 

Eugene  R.  Mancini 
Camarillo,  California 


The  following  connaents  on  the  proposed  Pt.  Mugu  relocation  alternative 
are  submitted  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  both  the  NEPA  and  CEQA  to 
fully  assess  all  impacts  potentially  affecting  the  quality  of  the  human 
environment.  These  comments  will  focus  on  injects  associated  with  the  pt. 

Mugu  glide  path  and  all  associated  flight  activity  over  the  family/residential 
steas  of  eastern  Camarillo.  Issues  presented  here  reflect  concern  for 
1-  incremental  increases  in  military  air  traffic  over  eastern  Camarillo, 
increased  risk  of  collisions  between  military  and  private/conosercial 
aircraft  over  eastern  Camarillo,  3-  noise  impacts  associated  with  increased 
air  traffic,  and  4-  the  effects  of  these  various  io^acts  on  residential 
property  values. 

INCREMENTAL  INCREASES  IN  MILITARY  AIR  TRAFFIC 

The  Environmental  In5)act  Statement  (EIS)  should  identify  the 
incremental  increase  in  the  numbers  and  types  of  flights,  types  of 
aircraft  (e.g.,  jets,  helicopter,  cargo,  etc.),  and  precise  flight  paths 
associated  with  the  Pt.  Mugu  relocation.  A  critical  consideration  for 
these  analyses  is  establishment  of  accurate  and  representative  baseline 
conditions  for  comparative  purposes.  The  dramatically  increased  flight 
frequenc*/  since  approximately  May,  1984  medces  use  of  1984  summary  data 
inaccurate  since  it  is  not  representative  of  true  baseline  conditions. 
Documentation  of  genuinely  representative  flight  frequency  and  type  data 
must  be  the  first  priority  in  inpact  assessment  and  should  be  subjected  to 
the  most  rigorous  critical  review  before  any  other  analyses  are  performed. 

Additionally,  the  number  of  residents/households  potentially  affected 
should  be  determined  based  upon  the  maximum  number  of  residences  allowed 
under  existing  growth  control  ordinances  in  Camarillo.  Baseline  conditions 
ere  not  the  number  of  residences  in  1984,  but,  rather,  the  number  of 
residences  projected  for  the  yearls)  of  the  relocation.  Such 
"effected  population"  data  should  be  easily  projected  and  documented 
based  upon  construction  applications,  permits,  and/or  the  Camarillo 
General  Plan. 

-I  Jifould  also  propose  that  the  flight  path  "corridor  of  impacc"  /.<e 
defined  as  all  properties  within  at  least  1/4  mile  of  the  center 
of  the  flight  path  when  approach  elevations  are  projected  to  be  6000  ft 
or  less. 

AIR  SAFETY 


As  militeury  air  traffic  has  increased  over  the  Mission  Oaks  area 
during  the  past  several  months,  so  too  has  civilian/commercial  air 
traffic  increased.  The  prevailing  flight  path  of  the  private  aircraft 


is  directly  across  the  glide  path  for  Pt.  Mugu  air  traffic.  The  extent 
to  which  this  condition  constitutes  a  threat  of  nid-air  collisions,  and  the 
potential  increase  in  risk  associated  with  increased  military  air  traffic 
(including  "training"  flights)  must  be  assessed  thoroughly,  accurately  and 
quantitatively . 

MOISE  IMPACTS 

Attached  to  these  comments  is  a  copy  of  a  letter  dated  2  July,  1984 
which  is  addressed  to  Camarillo  Mayor  Esty.  The  letter  docimients  noise 
levels  associated  with  military  air  traffic  measured  on  my  property  in 
Mission  Oaks.  For  the  purposes  of  this  scoping  meeting  I  will  briefly 
review  the  data  which  I  submitted  to  the  Mayor. 

I,  and  my  wife,  recorded  peak  sound  levels  associated  with  Pt.  Mugu 
overflights  over  a  5-day  period  from  19-23  June,  1984.  Measurements  were 
recorded  with  a  claibrated  noise  dosimeter  according  to  specifications  in 
Camarillo  Ordinance  Section  10.34.070. 

Ambient  noise  levels  in  my  back  yard  during  the  daytime  ranged  from 
48-52  dBA  which  is  consistent  with  Camarillo's  Exterior  Noise  level 
standard  of  55  dBA  for  residential  property.  Average  peak  sound  levels 
for  military  aircraft  were  recorded  as  follows: 

JETS  92.6  dBA 

HELICOPTERS  90.2  dBA 

TRANSPORTS  88.4  dBA  (corrected  from  the  July  letter) 

Subsequent  to  my  letter  to  the  Mayor  1  have  analyzed  the  recorded  data  using 
a  one-way  auialysis  of  variance  and  found  that  there  is  no  statistically 
significant  difference  between  these  types  of  aircraft  noise  (P<0.01). 

Clearly,  any  suggestion  that  cargo  planes  are  "relatively  quiet"  should 
be  viewed  with  a  certain  degree  of  skepticism,  at  least  when  applied  to 
realistic  exposure  conditions. 

Noise  impacts  associated  with  the  relocation  proposal  must  be 
clearly  indicated  and  assessed.  Additional  data  regarding  noise  level 
effects  (e.g.,  speech  interference,  etc.)  are  attached  to  the  2  July  letter. 

PROPERTY  VALUE  IMPACTS 

In  light  of  the  concerns  for  noise  and  safety  in^acts  associated  with 
the  Pt.  Mugu  relocation  proposal,  it  is  both  logical  and  pertinent  to  ask  what 
effect  the  relocation  mi^t  have  on  affected  property  values.  The  city 
of  Camarillo  requires  the  preparation  and  distribution  of  "Residential 
Reports  (Municipal  Code  Section  10.52)  to  prospective  home  buyers.  A  section 
of  that  report  ("noise")  requires  the  disclosure  of  information  regarding 
sources  of  noise  affecting  the  property  (e.g. ,  existing  and  potential 
sources  of  noise  as  well  as  a  "noise  element  classification"). 

Detailed,  quemtitative  analyses  of  the  potential  effects  of  the 
relocation  on  property  values  should  be  conducted.  Once  again,  it  should 
be  stressed  that  the  "affected  population”  not  only  includes  property/residences 
in  existence  in  1984,  but  also  includes  all  residences  projected  to  be 
built  before  and  during  the  year(s)  of  relocation. 


Zn  suBBiary,  NEPA  and  CEQA  raquir*  a  thorough,  guantitativa  assess¬ 
ment  of  impacts  associated  with  the  Pt.  Mugu  relocation  proposal.  Zn  order 
for  affected  individuals  to  accept  the  impacts  associated  with  such  a  plan, 
the  EZS  must  clearly  dusonstrate  that  the  relocation  is  necessary, 
cost-effective,  and  that  all  attendant  impacts  on  noise,  safety,  and 
property  values  are  less  significant  and  extensive  than  ispacts  at  other 
alternative  locations. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


Ns.  Sylvia  M.  Salenivis 

PRC  Engineering 

972  Town  fi  Country  Road 

P.O.  Box  5467 

Orange ,  California  92667 


5439  Suonerfield  St. 

Canarillo,  California  93010 

14  Xugust,  1984 

.  :  1  "  '^3-1 


Dear  Ms.  Salenius; 

X  appreciated  the  PRC/AMG  presentation  and  the  effort  that  was 
required  to  conduct  the  13  August  Scoping  Meeting  in  Canarillo  regarding 
the  146th  TAC  proposed  Pt.  Mugu  relocation  plan. 

X  submitted  some  detailed  eexaaents  to  you  and  other  PRC  repre¬ 
sentatives  regarding  important  issues  to  be  considered  in  preparation 
of  the  DEIS.  On  the  second  page  of  my  submittal  X  cited  the  statistically 
insignificant  difference  between  average  peak  sound  levels  of  the 
aircraft  types  I  considered.  The  cited  probability  in  my  submittal: 

"  (P<0.01)" 

is  clearly  incorrect.  In  my  rush  to  type  and  copy  the  document  X  incorrectly 
cited  both  the  probability  level  and  sign.  The  corrected  citation  is 
attached  and  highlighted  in  green  (P>0.05). 

In  order  to  allow  the  statistical  analysis  to  be  reproduced  for 
verification  I  am  providing  the  raw  sound  level  data  (dBA)  which  were 
used  in  the  analysis: 
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82.8 

108.4 

117.5 

93.8 

83.3 

78.3 

83.8 

117.9 

82.5 

93.1 

76.0 

75.8 

93.1 

80.4 

82.3 

83.5 

93.9 

94.5 

82.4 

85.5 

93.7 

105.9 

102.4 

94.3 

95.6 

93.4 

X  apologize  for 

any  inconvenience  or  misunderstanding  whi^  may  have 

resulted  from  my  error.  Please  call  if  there 

are  any  questions  regarding 

these  data  (805-987-7652). 


Sii^rely , 


Eugene  R.  Mancini 


cc:  M.  Sargeant  Riley  Black,  146th  TAC 
City  of  Camarillo 


PUBLIC  SCOPING  MEETING 
13  August,  1984 
Camarillo,  California 


—  On  the  PFOPOSED  RELOCATION  OF  THE  146th  TACTICAL  AIRLIFT  WING  FROM 
VAN  NUVS  TO  PT.  MUGU,  CAMARILLO,  CALIFORNIA— 

Coonents  submitted  by: 

Eugene  R.  Mancini 
Cimarilla,  California 


following  consents  on  the  proposed  pt.  Mugu  relocation  alternative 
are  submitted  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  both  the  NEPA  and  CEQA  to 
fully  assess  all  impacts  potentially  affecting  the  quality  of  the  human 
environment.  These  comments  will  focus  on  injects  associated  with  the  Pt. 

Mugu  glide  path  and  all  associated  flight  activity  over  the  fauly/residential 
areas  of  eastern  Camarillo.  Issues  presented  here  reflect  concern  for 

1-  incremental  increases  in  military  air  traffic  over  eastern  Camarillo, 

2-  increased  risk  of  collisions  between  military  and  private/comsercial 
aircraft  over  eastern  Camarillo,  3-  noise  impacts  associated  with  increased 
air  traffic,  and  4-  the  effects  of  these  various  impacts  on  residential 
property  values. 

INCRE.MENTAL  INCREASES  IN  .MILITARY  AIR  TRAFFIC 

The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  should  identify  the 
incremental  increase  in  the  numbers  and  types  of  flights,  types  of 
aircraft  (e.g.,  jets,  helicopter,  cargo,  etc.),  and  precise  flight  paths 
associated  with  the  Pt.  Mugu  relocation.  A  critical  consideration  for 
these  analyses  is  establishment  of  accurate  and  representative  baseline 
conditions  for  comparative  purposes.  The  dramatically  increased  flight 
frequency  since  approximately  May,  1984  makes  use  of  1984  suasnary  data 
inaccurate  since  it  is  not  representative  of  true  baseline  conditions. 
Documentation  of  genuinely  representative  flight  frequency  and  type  data 
must  be  the  first  priority  in  impact  assessment  and  should  be  subjected  to 
the  most  rigorous  critical  review  before  any  other  analyses  are  performed. 

Additionally,  the  number  of  residcnts/households  potentially  affected 
should  be  determined  based  upon  the  maximim  number  of  residences  allowed 
under  existing  growth  control  ordinances  in  Camarillo.  Baseline  conditions 
are  not  the  number  of  residences  in  1984,  but,  rather,  the  number  of 
residences  projected  for  the  year(s)  of  the  relocation.  Such 
"affected  population"  data  should  be  easily  projected  and  documented 
based  upon  construction  applications,  permits,  and/or  the  Camarillo 
General  Plan. 

I  would  also  propose  that  the  flight  path  "corridor  of  impact”  be 
defined  as  all  properties  within  at  least  1/4  mile  of  the  center 
of  the  flight  path  when  approach  elevations  are  projected  to  be  6000  ft 
or  less. 

Aik  SAFETY 

As  military  air  traffic  has  increased  over  the  Mission  Oaks  area 
during  the  past  several  months,  so  too  has  civilian/cononercial  air 
traffic  increased.  The  prevailing  flight  path  of  the  private  aircraft 


-2- 


is  directly  across  the  glide  path  for  Pt.  Mugu  air  traffic.  The  extent 
to  which  this  condition  constitutes  a  threat  of  mid-air  collisions,  and  the 
potential  increase  in  risk  associated  with  increased  military  air  traffic 
(including  "training"  flights)  must  be  assessed  thoroughly,  accurately  and 
quantitatively. 

NOISE  IMPACT'S 

Attached  to  these  comments  is  a  copy  of  a  letter  dated  2  July,  1984 
which  is  addressed  to  Camarillo  Mayor  Esty.  The  letter  documents  noise 
levels  associated  with  military  air  traffic  measured  on  my  property  in 
Mission  Oaks.  For  the  purposes  of  this  scoping  meeting  I  will  briefly 
review  the  data  which  I  STjbmitted  to  the  Mayor. 

I,  and  my  wife,  recorded  peak  sound  levels  associated  with  Pt.  Mugu 
overflights  over  a  5-day  period  from  19-23  June,  1984.  Measurements  were 
recorded  with  a  claibrated  noise  dosimeter  according  to  specifications  in 
Camarillo  Ordinance  Section  10.34.070. 

Ambient  noise  levels  in  my  back  yard  during  the  daytime  ranged  from 
48-52  dBA  which  is  consistent  with  Camarillo's  Exterior  Noise  level 
standard  of  55  dBA  for  residential  property.  Average  peak  sound  levels 
for  military  aircraft  were  recorded  as  follows: 


JETS 

HELICOPTERS 

TRANSPORTS 


92.6  dBA 

90.3  dBA 

88.4  dBA  (corrected  from  the  July  letter) 


Subsequent  to  my  letter  to  the  Mayor  I  have  analyzed  the  recorded  data  using 
a  one-way  analysis  of  variance  and  found  that  there  is  no  statistically 
significant  difference  between  these  types  of  aircraft  noise  (P>  0.05) v  " 
Clearly,  any  suggestion  that  cargo  planes  are  "relatively  quiet"  should 
be  viewed  with  a  certain  degree  of  skepticism,  at  leetst  when  applied  to 
realistic  exposure  conditions. 

Noise  impacts  associated  with  the  relocation  proposal  must  be 
clearly  indicated  and  assessed.  Additional  data  regarding  noise  level 
effects  (e.g.,  speech  interference,  etc.)  are  attached  to  the  2  July  letter. 


PROPERTy  VALUE  IMPACTS 


In  light  of  the  concerns  for  noise  and  safety  in^acts  associated  with 
the  Pt.  Mugu  relocation  proposal,  it  is  both  logical  and  pertinent  to  ask  what 
effect  the  relocation  mi^t  have  on  affected  property  values.  The  city 
of  Camarillo  requires  the  preparation  and  distribution  of  "Residential 
Reports  (Municipal  Code  Section  10.52)  to  prospective  home  buyers.  A  section 
of  that  report  ("noise")  requires  the  disclosure  of  information  regarding 
sources  of  noise  affecting  the  property  (e.g.,  existing  and  potential 
sources  of  noise  as  well  as  a  "noise  element  classification"). 

Detailed,  quantitative  analyses  of  the  potential  effects  of  the 
relocation  on  property  values  should  be  conducted.  Once  again,  it  should 
be  stressed  that  the  "affected  population"  not  only  includes  property/residences 
in  existence  in  1984,  but  also  includes  all  residences  projected  to  be 
built  before  and  during  the  year(s)  of  relocation. 


In  suamazy,  NEPA  and  CEQA  raquira  a  thorough,  quantitative  assess- 
nent  of  inqpacts  associated  with  the  Pt.  Mugu  relocation  proposal,  zn  order 
for  affected  individuals  to  accept  the  impacts  associated  with  such  a  plan , 
the  EIS  must  clearly  demonstrate  that  the  relocation  is  necessary, 
cost-effective,  and  that  all  attendant  i]ig>acts  on  noise,  safety,  and 
property  values  are  less  significant  and  extensive  than  iiig>acts  at  other 
alternative  locations. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


2  July,  1964 


Mayor  F.  B.  Esty 
City  of  Camarillo 
601  Carman  Drive 
P.O.  Box  248 

Camarillo,  California  93010 
Dear  Mr.  Mayor; 

X  appreciate  your  timely  and  thorough  response  to  my  letter  regarding 
the  noise  associated  with  Pt.  Mugu  air  traffic.  Z  understand  that  Pt.  Mugu 
operations  are  in  no  way  regulated  by  Camarillo  ordinances.  Nevertheless, 

Z  would  assume  that  Pt.  Mugu  cosmtand  would  be  willing  to  minimize  the 
noise  in^acts  associated  with  their  activities  in  the  interest  of  fostering 
good  community  relations. 

The  1  July  Camarillo  Daily  News  article  regarding  the  potential 
relocation  of  an  Air  National  Guard  unit  to  Pt.  Mugu  makes  the  content 
of  this  letter  particularly  relevant.  Z  indicated  in  my  earlier  letter 
that  Z  intended  to  measure  sound  levels  associated  with  air  traffic 
in  my  back  yard  according  to  sampling  specifications  presented  in  Camarillo 
ordinance  Section  10.34.070.  Z,  and  my  wife,  recorded  peak  sound  level 
measurements  for  approximately  30  Pt.  Mugu  military  overflights  over  a 
5-day  period  from  19-23  June, 1984.  All  data  were  recorded  in  dBA  with  a 
METROSONZes  db  307  noise  dosimeter  (Class  Type  2A}  calibrated  according 
to  the  manufacturer's  specifications. 

For  purposes  of  these  measurements  it  was  assumed  that  all  military 
aircraft  on  a  Pt.  Mugu  glide  path  were,  in  fact,  aircraft  associated  with 
that  base.  All  private  and  commercial  fixed  wing/helicopter  overflights 
were  not  recorded.  For  discussion  purposes  the  various  aircraft  have  been 
conveniently  grouped  as  jets,  transports  (cargo  planes),  or  helicopters. 


A  data  summary  is 

presented  below 

in  tabular  form. 

Aircraft  type 

Saople 

Peak  Sound  Levels 

(dtJA) 

Size 

Range 

Mean 

JETS 

12 

76.0-117.9 

92.6 

HELZ COPTERS 

8 

75.8-117.5 

90.3 

TRANSPORTS 

7 

82.8-93.8 

86.5 

(cargo) 

The  considerable  variation  in  the  range  of  jet  and  helicopter  peak  sound 
levels  reflects  the  greater  flight  path  variability  which  %*e  noted  dviring 
our  measurements.  What  is  important  to  note,  however,  is  the  similarity 
between  average  peak  sound  levels,  ranging  froa  86.5  to  92.6  for  the  three 
types  of  aircraft. 


In  order  to  put  these  sound  levels  in  perspective  I  have  attached  two 
Tables  and  two  Figxures  demonstrating  sound  level  effects  with  the  range 
and  average  peak  sound  levels  from  our  measurements  indicated  in  color. 

While  this  data  base  is  not  extensive  or  overly  sophisticated,  it  is 
sufficient  to  indicate  the  significant  increase  in  noise  associated  with 
Pt.  Mugu  traffic  when  cosqpared  to  average  daytime  ambient  levels  of  46-52 
dBA;  55  dBA  is  specified  as  an  Exterior  Noise  Level  standard  for  residential 
property  in  Camarillo. 

The  permanent  relocation  of  an  Air  National  Guard  unit  to  Pt.  Mugu 
would  be  expected  to  increase  air  traffic  and  concomitant  noise  levels. 

Ihe  noise  impacts  which  Mission  Oaks  residents  have  experienced  in  the  last 
few  months  may  be  good  indicators  of  impacts  which  we  will  experience  in 
the  future  ^  the  Air  National  Gurad  unit  is  relocated  to  Pt.  Mugu. 

X  would  be  happy  to  assist  you,  the  City  Council,  and  any  other  responsible 
organization  in  assessing  the  impacts  associated  with  increased  air  traffic. 

Before  Camarillo  residents  accept  the  impacts  associated  with  this 
relocation  proposal,  it  should  be  clearly  demonstrated  to  our  satisfaction 
that  there  is  no  legitimate,  reasonable  alternative  and  that  noise  impacts 
in  Camarillo  will  be  less  extensive  and  less  significant  than  noise  iopacts 
at  other  alternative  sites. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  other  city  authorities  on  this 
isportant  issue.  Please  feel  free  to  circulate  this  letter  and  attachments 
as  appropriate. 


Si^erely,  ^ 

Eug^e  R.  Mancini 
5439  Sunnerfield  St. 
Camarillo,  CalifomiA  93010 
(005)987-7652 
(213)486-7290 


cc:  Lt.  Qsdr.  Don  Lewis,  PMTC 
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I  File:  109.43 

M/Sgt.  Riley  Bl&ck 
j  Public  Affairs  Office 

146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
8030  Balboa  Boulevard 
j  Van  Nuys,  CA  91409 

1 

Re:  146ch  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
Relocation  -  EIR/EIS 

Dear  Sgt.  Black: 

This  letter  is  a  follow-up  to  our  comments  made  at  the  August  14,  1984 
public  scoping  meeting  held  at  the  San  Gorgonio  High  School  in  San 
Bernardino,  California. 

We  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  provide  input  for  use  in  the  environ¬ 
mental  assessment  associated  with  the  proposed  relocation  of  your  Air 
National  Guard  facility. 

As  mentioned  at  the  meeting,  the  County  Department  of  Transportation/Flood 
Control/Airports  feels  that  adequate  consideration  should  be  provided  for 
both  potential  flood  hazards  and  traffic  circulation/access  items.  In 
your  evaluation  of  the  Norton  Air  Force  Base  site,  it  should  be  noted  that 
provisions  for  expansion  of  the  traffic  signals  at  the  Third  Street-Victoria 
Avenue • intersection  were  incorporated  into  the  design  for  a  future  southerly 
extension  to  provide  access  to  the  Base.  If  access  is  proposed  at  this 
location,  it  will  be  necessary  to  provide  a  structure  to  extend  Victoria 
Avenue  across  City  Creek  (which  parallels  the  north  boundary  of  the  site) . 
i  Since  this  channel  is  subject  to  being  overtaxed,  it  will  be  necessary  to 

adequately  size  the  structure  so  as  to  preclude  damage  to  both  the  street 
section  and  to  the  Base  itself.  To  this  end,  the  Department  will  be  glad 
(  to  furnish  pertinent  information  and  to  assist  in  any  way  we  can. 

I 

In  conclusion,  the  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  provide  information  which 

I  you  may  not  be  currently  aware  of,  and  is  not  intended  to  cover  all  aspects 

relating  to  flood  hazards  and  circulation;  however,  ve  will  be  happy  to 
review  the  traffic/circulation  and  draft  environmental  reports  when  available. 

i 

I 

I 

I 


COUNTY  OF  SAN  BERNAIIOINC 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
RUBLIC  WORKS  AGENCY 


August  15,  1984 


I 


M/Sgt.  Riley  Black 
August  13,  198A 
Page  Two 


Please  feel  free  to  refer  any  questions  and/or  transmittals  directly 
to  Michael  G.  Walker,  Director,  attention  of  the  undersigned. 


Very  truly  yours. 


^ACK  W.  KRUSE,  Chief 
Planning  Division 


JWK:LCG:gs 


cc:  C.  L.  Laird 

Ms.  Sylvia  M.  Salenlus 
(PRC  Engineering) 


240  lalud  Terrace 
Camarillo,  Calif.  93010 
August  15,  1984 


PRC  Engineering, 

972  Tovm  and  Country  Road 
Orange,  Calif.  9266/ 


Ref;  Safety  &  airspace  considerations 


Dear  Ms.  Salenius: 

I  attended  the  "Scoping"  meeting  at  the  Camarillo  air¬ 
port  last  Monday  night,  and  would  like  to  add  one  additional 
negative  factor  regarding  the  possible  relocation  of  the  Air 
National  Guard  at  Point  MUgu.  To  my  kno<>' ledge,  no  one 
mentioned  a  study  of  veather  conditions,  as  it  affects  fly¬ 
ing,  at  the  three  locations  under  consideration.  The  years 
1  have  spent  as  an  airline  meteorologist  focus  my  attention 
on  this  factor. 

I  feel  a  comparative  study  of  the  days  per  year  and 
hours  per  day  of  ceilings  and  visibilities  belot’  VFR  minimums 
(or  some  other  designated  minimums)  should  be  included  in 
your  E.l.iU  study.  VFR  minimums  used  to  be  1000  feet  and 
3  miles  visibility,  and  probably  haven't  changed  much  in  re¬ 
cent  years.  Most  private  pilots  flying  out  of  Camarillo 
airport  are  supposed  to  follow  VFR  minimums. 

1  live  about  1000  yards  from  the  Camarillo  High  School, 
and  am  directly  under  the  final  approach  pattern  for  the  Point 
Mugu  air  strip.  This  noise  has  to  be  experienced  to  really 
be  appreciated;  I  realize  the  noise  factor  is  already  in¬ 
cluded  in  your  study. 

Military  flights  on  final  approach  are  frequently  above 
the  cloud  base  (and  invisible)  as  they  pass  over  my  house.. 

Of  course,  this  is  no  problem  for  them  with  the  instrument 
landing  systems  in  use.  However,  at  some  point  on  their  final 
approach,  they  will  break  out  into  the  clear  and,  at  this 
point,  will  first  become  visible  to  private  aircraft  from  the 
Camarillo  airport. 

These  private  aircraft,  often  flying  at  right  angles  to 
the  Point  Mugu  final  approach,  create  a  hazard,  particularly 
on  days  and  nights  with  reduced  ceilings  and  visibilities.. 
Additional  flights  of  the  Air  National  Guard  could  only  in¬ 
crease  this  hazard. 

There  is  another  item  pertaining  to  weather  which  really 
doesn't  qualify  as  a  factor  in  your  E.l.R.  study;  however, 

I  feel  1  should  mention  it. 


From  the  standpoint  of  the  number  of  days  of  good  flying 
weather.  Point  Mugu  can*t  compare  with  your  other  two 
alternative  locations.  Not  knowing  the  intent  of  the  Air 
National  Guard's  training  exercises,  I  can  only  guess  that 
the  more  training  time  available,  the  better* 


Very  truly  yours, 

M.  John^t'ra^ 


Au^st  16 ,  1984 
21405  Chatsv/orth  St. 
Chatsworth,  Ca.  91311 


RESEDA  WOMEN’S  CLUB 
7901  Lindley  Avenue 
Reseda,  California 


Dear  Ladies  and  Guests: 

This  meeting  is  the  first  of  many  regarding  the  reloca¬ 
tion  of  the  California  Air  National  Guaurd  from  it' s  present 
location  at  the  Van  Nuys  Airport. 

My  first  reaction  upon  hearing  of  this  proposal  was  that 
this  was  hut  another  protest  by  some  select  group  to  speak  in 
my  behalf,  just  like  the  ^oup  who  failed  the  people  of  the  San 
Fernando  Valley  by  rejecting  vast  material  gain  offered  by  the 
1934  Olympic's  Committee.  But  that  is  not  the  case  at  all. 

In  our  twenty  three  years  of  life  here  in  the  Valley, 
my  family  and  I  merely  accepted  and  took  for  granted  the  pre¬ 
sence  of  the  Air  National  Guard.  ;v’e  attended  their  air  shows 
and  marveled  at  the  hugh  ugly  brown  C-I30  transports. 

Protests  by  homeovmers  and  anyone  else  for  that  matter 
are  far  dov.-n  on  the  list  of  priorities.  The  basic  fact  of 
life  is  that  progress  has  stepped  into  the  arena.  If  there 
vvas  even  a  remote  possibility  of  retaining  the  Air  Guard  at 
it' s  present  facility  I  would  be  the  first  one  to  shout  out 
that: 

The  G . .  has  served  not  only  the  people  of  the  San  Fer¬ 

nando  Valley,  but  the  entire  State  of  California  since  ^''43. 

It' s  aircraft  have  fire  fitting  capabilities  and  can  also 
serve  as  hospital  ships. 

It' s  personnel  serve  us  in  the  community  by  their  assist¬ 
ance  in  a  local  school  for  crippled  children  and  transporting 
material  for  forest  regrov;th  operations. 

And  for  local  businesses  this  may  come  as  news.  The  annual 
oilitary  payroll  is  6.4  million  dollars  and  the  civilian  payroll 
totals  8.4  million  dollars J 


Add  that  to  the  air  shows,  tours  and  band  parade  color 
guards,  they  surely  will  be  missed. 

The  real  fight  is  yet  to  come.  I  propose  that  the  land 
and  facilities  not  be  abemdoned  to  our  politicians  whose  eye- 


S934  Freaont  Cirel* 
Camarillo,  California  93010 
luKust  28.  1984 


rECEWEO 

SfP  f"** 

PRC-?*-® 


Ms.  Sylvia  M.  Salenius 

PKC  Ensinaarinc 

972  Town  &  Country  load 

P.O.  Boi  5487 

Oranga,  California  92667 


Daar  Ha.  Salanius: 

The  vrupoaeii  relucatlou  of  tha  146tb  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  to  Point  Rugu  is 
total  unaccaptabla  to  thoaa  of  us  rasiding  in  aastarn  Camarillo.  Tha  currant 
air  traffic  using  tha  basa  is  alraady  high  and  ganaratas  numarous  eoiq^laints. 
Any  incraase  to  tha  currant  traffic  would  ha  inappropriata  and  irould  hava  a 
sarious  impact  <  i  this  axpanding  rasidantial  araa. 

As  rasidants  of  Mission  Oaks,  wa  ohjact  to  tha  flight  pattarn  usad  by  planas 
approaching  Point  Hugu.  Tha  planas  fly  axtramaly  low  ovar  our  homas,  schools 
and  community.  Wa  wara  told  by  tha  flight  officar  at  Point  Hugu  that  tha 
planas  naadad  to  fly  at  lass  than  3000  fast  baeausa  LAX  controls  tha  air  spaca 
abova  this.  It  is  apparant  that  tha  controls  at  Hugu  ara  not  vary  stringant 
howavar  as  tha  planas  oftan  fly  ovar  at  altitudas  considerably  below  this. 

Wa  ara  also  vary  concerned  about  tha  conflict  that  is  being  sat  up  between  the 
Hugu  basa  approach  and  tha  uncontrolled  approaches  to  Camarillo  and  Oxnard 
airports.  We  baliava  that  any  study  should  include  consideration  of  tha 
flight  paths  originating  at  these  airports.  Mora  importantly,  tra  feel  that 
consideration  has  to  be  given  to  the  high  level  of  recreational  flying  that 
crosses  ovar  our  community.  This  traffic  is  especially  heavy  in  tha  evenings 
and  on  waakands. 


Camarillo  is  a  growing  community,  and  Ventura  county  is  expected  to  grow 
considerably  in  tha  coming  decade.  Thera  ara  four  new  housing  projects  being 
developed  by  different  developers  on  tha  east  side  of  Camarillo,  and  tha  level 
of  frustration  and  complaints  will  be  vary  great  and  continue  to  grow  should 
the  146th  be  moved  to  Hugu. 

On  Wednesday  tha  22nd  tha  146th  performed  their  training  runs  into  Hugu.  Tha 
result  was  very  disturbing.  Planas  passed  overhead  at  about  2500  feat  every  5 
minutes  for  an  hour  and  a  half.  This,  and  the  Wing  hasn't  even  been  relocated. 

Tha  alternative  sites  that  ara  under  consideration  such  as  Palmdale  don't 
present  these  same  limitations.  Wa  would  hope  that  the  findings  of  your 
report  will  point  out  that  the  alternative  site  at  Palmdale  is  subject  to  far 
fewer  limitations  than  Hugu  and  should  be  racMmandad  as  the  146tb's  new  home. 


Sincerely, 

Mark  and  Mary  Bose 


cc :  Mayor  Esty 

"c  CP^i  Cc  JOi' 


R.  Clialniepa  Grakain,  EPS.  A. 
37216  Village  37 
Camarillo.  California  93010 


August  29 t  1984 

Asst.  Public  Affairs  Officer 
l46th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
Air  National  Guard 
8030  Balboa  Blvd. 

Los  Angeles,  Ca.  91404 

Dear  Sergeant  Black: 

I  am  voicing  another  protest  against  the  relocation  of  the 
146  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  Point  Mugu.  I  v/as  unable  to 

attend  the  Avgust  13th  meeting  in  Camarillo.  My  protest  is 
the  same  as  chose  brought  up  at  that  meeting,  that  were 
reported  in  the  newspaper  cortical  the  following  morning. 

I  hope  these  protests  will  be  given  a  great  deal  of  thought 
and  consideration. 


Sincerely^  ^  ^  / 

Mrs  R.  C.  Graham 


NORTH  COUNTY  ALLIANCE  of  COMMUNITY  ASSOCIATIONS 

P.  a  Box  3580 
Quartx  Hill,  CA  93534 

t300  squam  mHas  ancompassing  ooar  40  cofnmutMias 
andfor  asisb/tshad  nmgtOoihood  ofgantzaiions 

WOO  news  We.  «,  <ol.  1 - - nost  SWWt  -  -  - _ ^ _ Wwgust  30.  198* 

«l»  W*T10W>1  GUARD  WubHt  Meir<m  -  Sp«cU1  Wtport 

On  *i«9.  IS,  the  U6th  T«ette«1  Airlift  Uinq  of  the  Air  Wetlenel  Guard  (Van  Wuys)  held  an  Inferaiatlenal  Btctlnf  and 
public  hearing  In  Antelope  Valley  tAV]  re^ardlnp  a  petalble  alte  adjacent  to  USAF  Plant  42  (Paladale  Airport  area). 
The  other  2  sites  beln^  considered  are  at  Point  Nu^  and  Worton  AFA.  The  aeetlnp  bepan  late  due  to  a  Bit-up  of  the 
place  (no  fault  of  the  146th]  and  ended  up  In  Patadale. 

The  I46th  had  a  good  presentation.  They  and  their  civilian  research  representative  (Sylvia  Salenius  of  PPC  Cngin. 
eering.  Orange  Olv.)  Mrc  the  aost  Infomed  people  I've  enc^tered  to  far  re  AV  statistics)  Very  refreshing. 

Col.  Jeffries  chaired  the  neeting;  Capt.  Crunrine  uas  the  aaln  146th  speaker;  Ns  little  spoke  for  the  Lancaster 
Council;  Ns  Foote  asked  several  questions  on  behalf  of  Nike  Antonovich's  office,  and  Naj.  Crosby  spoke  on  behalf 
of  USAF  Plant  42.  (Ue  uere  rather  surprised  that  the  Paladale  City  rep.  left  during  recess,  before  the  public 
hearing  portion  of  the  aeetlng  began.]  3  local  residents  (Including  the  ICWD/WCACA  rep.)  also  aired  concerns. 

Reps,  uere  also  present  froB  Cduards  Aft,  the  AV  Press  and  the  USAF  Western  Regional  Civil  Engineer's  office  fron 
San  Francisco. 

Infonaatlonal  portion 

Reasons  for  oovlng:  The  Van  Nuys  (VHJ  base  Is  on  63  acres  I  they  really  need  200*  (partly  to  park  their  16  C-130's 
uhen  they're  alt  on  base).  VN  Is  the  4th  busiest  general-use  airport  In  the  US.  Security  Is 

not  good,  as  VN  has  crouded  right  In  on  then.  A  flood  control  channel  bisects  their  cbib,  etc. 

Operations;  They  uould  conduct  approv.  35  flights  a  day  (United  to  betueen  8  an  I  4  pu),  prKtlcIng  traffic  pat¬ 
terns:  'touch  6  go's';  Initrunent  training,  etc.  (They  already  do  a  lot  of  flights  out  of  Pindle  non.) 
The  146th  Is  capable  of  rapid  deploynent  to  anyuhere  In  the  uorld,  for;  troops  I  naterlals  transport;  disaster 
relief  (food,  aedlclnes,  etc.  -  I.e.  t*de  600  flights  to  drop  feed  to  stranded  cattle  In  Weu  Neilco  one  uinter); 
search  6  rescue:  civil  protection  (evacuations,  etc.);  fire  fighting  (a  C-130  can  drop  30,000  lbs  of  fire  retardant 
in  sli  seconds!),  etc. 

faci II ties:  There  uould  be  approv.  330,000  sq.ft,  of  construction.  Including  the  usual  bldgs,  connected  ulth  air¬ 
craft  operations  (I.e.  training  I  ops.  bldgs,,  shops,  engine  test  stand,  jet  fuel  storage,  seuage 
treatnent  plant,  etc.). 

^Ite:  The  possible  Paladale  site  uould  be  'the  NU  side  of  the  field'  (about  1/8  alle  S.  of  Ave.  N  6  H-j/a  alle  1. 

of  Sierra  Huy).  They  uant  to  reaain  ulthin  50  Biles  od  dountoun  l.A.  (54*  Of  their  regular  I  support  per¬ 
sonnel  currently  live  In  San  Fernando  Valley),  and  they  prefer  to  be  on  or  adjacent  to  an  eilsting  AF8.  (later  AV 

Press  article  hinted  at  Point  Nugu  preference,  but  cowtlng  to  AV  (froB  San  Fernando  Vly)  uould  be  Bore  direct.) 


tIR  points;  The  tnv I ronnenta I  lapact  Report  Is  being  done  according  to  the  Nat'l  Fnvlronaental  Policy  Act  (and  the 
corresponding  State  Act).  Issues  covered  are:  Noise.  Biological  Resources,  Agriculture,  Geology, 
Hydrology,  Traff Ic/Clrcwlatlon,  Air  Quality.  Safety.  Utilities.  Haaardous  Naterlals.  Cultural  Resources,  Aesthetics 
(plus  Archaeology  and  Social  A  Cconoalc  Effects).  AIT  3  possible  sites  are  subject  to  earthquake  probleas.  Pala- 
dale  site  Is  subject  to  soae  sheet  flooding  but  Is  not  In  a  100-year  flood  plain.  Auto  traffic  uould  Increase  esp. 
on  Ave.  N  (as  they've  been  doing  flights  over  AV  for  sow  tiae,  there  uouldn't  be  auch  Increase  In  air  traffic). 
Safety  -  In  over  130,000  'operations'  during  30*  years,  there's  only  been  one  Bajor  accident!  The  lapact  of  hookups 
to  local  utilities  uould  be  olnlasl.  Tpilc  uaste  -  they  produce  about  24,000  gals,  contavinated  liquid  annually, 
uhleh  It  rtBoved  by  a  hauler  to  a  legal  site,  8  about  4  dnats  of  solid  Baterlal  Is  taken  to  Pt.  Nugu  for  disposal. 

EIR  TIae  Schedule:  The  draft  £IR  should  be  ready  by  late  Nov/84;  public  hearings  In  Jan/8S,  I  probably 

file  tIR  In  Nar/85.  If  a  'no  significant  lagiact'  Is  'found'  (after  Draft  Is  released) 
It  could  be  filed  earlier.  Final  decision  Is  aade  by  'The  Oepartaent  In  Washington'. 


I 


Personnel:  The  )46th.  basically  a  reserve  unit.  Is  the  largest  TAW  on  wiy  one  base  ulth  300  full-tlae  personnel  I 

up  to  1400  on  'action'  ueekends  (one  uknd  a  oonth).  Though  aost  of  the  146th' s  personnel  live  'doun 

belou'  nea.  soae  uould  relocate  to  AV  (a  feu  already  live  up  here  I  ceauaitel.  None  uould  live  on  bate.  The  I46th 

•supports'  tiallar  groups  In  Alaska  I  WyoBing,  to  backup  3500  personae). 

Aaards:  ioth  in  186/  6  IP8I  the  )46th  received  the  USAF  Outstanding  Unit  Award  (one  of  the  feu  groups  to 
recewe  It  aore  than  once!). 

Gen'l  Info.:  About  VOl  of  all  defense  flights  are  floun  by  reserves. 

Civic  Activities:  Civic  groups  are  uelcosw  to  use  TAW  facilities.  The  146th  sponsors  toy  Scout  groups,  etc.;  pro¬ 
vides  color  guard  for  various  events;  provides  facilities  I  background  personnel,  etc.  for  aovles 
(I.e.  Entebbe.  Firefov,  Call  to  Glory,  etc.)  They  alto  assisted  in  planting  peer  40,000  seedling  trees  In  the  Sen 
•ernardine  Nat'l  Forest.  They  hold  an  Aviation  Fair  t  Air  Show  every  3  years;  100,000  attended  the  1881  event. 
Proceeds  froB  these  Shews  are  donated  to  local  charitable  erganltatlensl 


NORTH  COUNTY  ALUANCE  o/  COMMUNITY  ASSOCIATIONS 

P.  a  Box  35S0 
QuartM  HIH  CA  93534 

1300  aqutf  /mits  tncomiisssing  40  communtm 
andfot  asuMtsAai/  mightoihootl  organtaitons 

WOO  UtMS  Ho.  8,  Hoi.  1  _ _ .  •  -  HCASC  SHMC  -  -  - _ 30.  IW 

Al*  HAIIOHAL  GUARD  Htartng  Rtport  centtiiMcU 

fttbUt  Haartm  aertlew 

Rts<de«tt:  2  local  rcsldonts  voiced  concenit  ever  ealatlnq  noltc  I  petcotlal  accident  problevK  vlth  lev  everfltplits 
I  occasional  straying  tram  regular  flight  patterns.  One  tald.  even  dble-lnsolated  nindoivs  didn't  help. 

Lancaster:  Mayor  Little  said  the  Council  nonld  Hciceae  this  type  of  operation  In  AV.  but  that  they  were  concerned 
ulth  'degradation*  of  air  quality.  The  saaig  In  our  High  Desert  basin  Is  aggravated  by  the  sane  'Inver¬ 
sion*  characteristics  LA  has.  Other  cerKems  uere  noise  I  auto  traffic  patterns  I  cnisslons.  The  personnel  ueuld 
be  uelcone  houever.  The  Council  nlll  'uatch*  the  final  CIR  statancnts. 

County;  Ns  foote  asked  several  questions,  establishing  that;  the  l*6th  hat  been  uorking  ulth  Paindale  I  Is  uorklng 
In  accordance  uUn  their  General  Rian  land-use  rcquircnentt.  As  no  full-tlne  personnel  uould  live  on  base, 
then  approi.  300  cars  uould  be  added  dally  to  traffic  on  Ave.  N;  llbth  reps,  said  they  uere  autre  of  the  'buvver-to- 
Innaper*  trifflc  tulce  dally  there  nou.  (This  probicn  Is  being  uprked  on  In  ntgs  betuecn  Lanc/RIndle/USAf-feds/t  LA 
County.]  At  a  personal  coanent.  Ms  foote  said  she  uould  feel  safer  In  a  big  earthquake  ulth  the  lAbth  here,  at 
there's  no  entity  In  AV  nou  capable  of  the  rescue  ops.  the  lAbth  has. 

Ralndale;  Rep.  absent. 

Riant  42:  MaJ.  Crosby  said  the  USAf  Is  very  proud  of  the  laSth  A  that  the  AV  I  Plant  ti  have  felt  benefits  fron  the 
operations  they  are  already  conducting.  He  said  they  have  good  agreeaentt;  are  good  neighbors  A  friends 
and  obey  noise  llnltatlons,  flight  patterns,  etc. 

Safety;  When  Plant  42  cane  In,  In  the  '40't.  they  purchased  land  and/or  'avlgatlon  rights*  to  land  (no  high 
structures,  or  crouded  housing  adjacent)  off  the  ends  of  the  runuays.  Most  housing  nearby  cane  In 
In  the  '70's.  Plant  42  has  aluays  cooperated  ulth  Lancaster  A  Paindale. 

Holse:  Unfortunately,  noise  can  be  nagnifled  by  a  lou  cloud  cover  {I  high  hiaaldity}.  The  frequency  of 

flights  uould  not  be  Increased  »ich  A  the  C-130  Hercules  Is  a  'quiet*  craft.  There  are  no  flights 
betueen  10  pn  A  A  an.  (The  noisiest,  the  SR71,  usually  Just  files  once  a  ueek.)  (Toucr  Is  not  panned  on  ucekends.) 

Cast  Mind:  Hhen  reversing  usual  C-H  flight  pattern.  Plant  42  aluays  checks  ulth  civic  authorities  A  diverts 
If  special  evans.  for  cvanple,  are  being  taken  In  the  schools. 

Air  Quality.  Plant  42  Is  also  very  concerned  about  air  quality.  The  C-IJO  has  lou  cnisslons:  the  bigger 
Inpact  uould  be  fron  Increased  auto  traffic. 

Auto  Traffic;  The  Hat'l  Defense  Klghuey  Act  causes  funds  to  be  used  on  Interstate  A  other  essential  hlgh- 
uays.  It  uas  largely  responsible  for  the  AV  frecuay  being  coavleted  at  all.  NaJ.  Crosby 
hopes  they  can  obtain  funds  through  the  Act  again  to  help  costs  of  Inproving  Ave.  N.  (Hopefully  to  4  lanes  fron 
Sierra  Huy  (or  freeuay  7]  to  50th  St.  C. 

LCHO/HCACA:  Rep.  Ha^mn  had  sone  questions  A  coMaents.  Re  future  flight  conflicts  ulth  proposed  Paindale  Inter¬ 
national  Airport  -  'Too  nebulous  to  say;  nay  never  be  built*.  Cast  uind  blous  nore  often  than  Is  sone- 
tlnes  recognised.  Residents  are  very  concerned  over  cnvlronnental  Issues.  Speaking  personally,  she  said  previous 
contacts  ulth  the  USAf  had  all  been  very  pleasant  A  they'd  been  very  cooperative  In  helping  stop  the  coal-tiuming. 
electric  plant  (proposed  a  feu  years  ago  for  NU  AVJ,  A  the  nore  recent  suggested  Prison  site.  She  thought  the  146th 
personnel  uould  be  uelconed  here  by  local  residents,  but  that  acconpanylng  Inpacts  (I.e.  Increased  traffic,  etc.) 
night  pose  a  problen. 


Conclusion:  The  neeting  uas  uell-uorth  attending;  too  bad  so  feu  there.  Houever,  those  uho  uere  there  learned  a 
great  deal  and  nade  sone  neu  friends,  uhleh  Is  aluays  nice. 


of  ^uperiiteors 
Countg  of  ^oe  ^ngelos 

MICHAEL  D.  ANTONOVICH 

SUPERVISOR  FIFTH  DISTRICT 


August  30,  1984 


MSGT  Riley  Black 

146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 

Air  National  Guard,  Van  Nuys 

8030  Balboa  Boulevard 

Van  Nuys,  California  91409 

Dear  MSGT  Black: 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Air  National  Guard  146th  Tactical 
Airlift  Wing  will  be  moving  their  operation  from  the  Van  Nuys 
Airport  to  another  site  in  the  near  future. 

I  have  been  informed  that  there  are  three  sites  which  the  Air 
National  Guard  is  considering.  Point  Mugu,  Norton  Air  Force 
Base,  and  Air  Force  Plant  42. 

I  am  requesting  that  Air  Force  Plant  42  be  given  every  consid¬ 
eration  for  your  operations  relocation,  as  I  feel  the  Air  National 
Guard  could  be  an  asset  to  the  citizens  of  the  Antelope  Valley. 

As  you  are  aware,  the  proposed  Palmdale  International  Airport 
could  very  soon  become  a  reality;  I  hope  you  have  taken  into 
consideration  the  compatibility  of  both  operations  with  reference 
to  air  space  use. 

If  you  should  have  any  comments  or  questions  regarding  this 
letter,  please  contact  my  deputy  in  the  Antelope  Valley,  Sherry 
Foote,  at  (805)  945-6491. 


MDA:mh 


RECEIVED 

a 

SEP13WW 

j  PRC  ■  P  &  D 

JtOOM  069.  HALL  OF  ADMINISTRATION.  500  WEST  TEMPLE  STREET.  LOS-ANGELES  CA  90012  TELEPHONE  «2:3»  974- 


Janis  C.  Bales 

iMvon 

Alfred  L.  Beasley 

VCC-MAVOR 

Tracy  R.  Bibb 

COUNCILMAN 

Wm.  J.  “Pe(e'‘  Kf>ight 

COUNCILMAN 

Earl  F  Sherbum 

COUNCUMN 


September  7, '1984 


MSGT  Riley' Black 
146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
Air  National  Guard.  Van  Nuys 
8030  Balboa  Blvd. 

Van  Nuys,  Calif.  91409 


Dear  MSGT  Black: 


It  has  come  to  my  attention  that  the  Air  National 
Guard  146th  Airlift  Wing  in  Van  Nuys  will  soon 
be  moving  its  operation. 


Included  among  future  site  possibilities,  I  vinderstand, 
is  Air  Force  Plant  42  in  Palmdale. 


I  feel  it  would  be  mutually  beneficial  if  Plant  42 
were  chosen  as  the  future  home  of  the  146th  Airlift 
Wing.  Palmdale  and  the  entire  Antelope  Valley  provide 
a  great  place  to  live  and  work,  and  the  Air  National 
Guard  could  certainly  be  a  benefit  to  the  people  of 
this  area. 

If  you  would  like  to  discuss  this  subject  or  if  you 
have  any  questions,  please  don't  hesitate  to  contact 
me  or  the  staff  at  City  Hall,  (805)  273-3162. 


rely. 


lanis  C.  Bales,  Mayor 
City  of  Palmdale 


AREA  CODE  SOS/  3  73  -316  2  •  70S  E.  PALMDALE  BLVD.,  PALMDALE.  CALIF.  93SS0 


Septeirtjer  12,  198^ 


RECEIVED 
SEP  1  4  BB4 

PRC  -  P  &  0 


Lt.  Col.  Walter  Clabuesch 
l^eth  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
Air  National  Guard 
8030  Balboa  Blvd. 

Van  Nuys,  CA  91409 

Dear  Colonel  Clabuesch: 


Thank  you  for  providing  our  Board  of  Directors  with  the  needed 
information  and  background  that  enabled  us  to  take  positive  action 
favoring  the  proposed  relocation  of  the  146th  Tactical  Airlift 
Wing  to  Pt.  Mugu  Naval  Air  Station. 


As  you  and  Captain  Crumrine  may  recall,  the  vote  of  the  Board  of 
Directors  of  the  Oxnard  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  favoring  this 
action  was  unanimous.  We  look  forward  to  assisting  you  and  your 
staff  in  any  way  we  can  throughout  the  Public  Hearings  on  the 
EIR  and  EIS,  and  finally  in  facilitating  your  relocation  to 
NAS  Pt.  Mugu.  We  believe  strongly  that  you  and  your  unit  will 
have  a  very  beneficial  effect  upon  the  economy  of  this  area  with¬ 
out  undo  impacts  upon  the  housing  and  other  resources  of  Ventura 
County. 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  a  News  Release  that  has  been  distributed  to 
all  media  in  this  area.  Please  feel  free  to  use  it  to  your  best 
advantage. 

If  we  can  be  of  any  further  assistance,  do  not  hesitate  to  call 
on  us. 


Sincerely,  .  _  , 

Michael  A.  Plisky  • 
President 


TAS/bkf 

Enclosure 

cc:  MSGT  Riley  Black 

Ms.  Sylvia  M.  Salenius 
Mr.  Jack  Stewart 


CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE  /  P.O.  BOX  B67  /  OXNARD.  CALIFORNIA  93032 ' 1905)  4a7-S305 


Oxnard.  Calif. 


For  more  information  phone:  (805)  4R7.f;305 


September  11,  1984 

CHAMBER  ENDORSES  AIR  GUARD  HOVE  TO  PT.  HUGU 

Citing  the  positive  impact  on  the  local  economy  and  the  need  to  maintain 
the  Air  National  Guard  in  a  "ready"  position,  the  Oxnard  Area  Chamber  of 
Commerce  by  action  of  its  Board  of  Directors  last  Monday  (September  10) 
has  come  out  in  support  of  the  relocation  of  the  146th  Tactical  Airlift 
Wing,  Air  National  Guard  from  Van  Nuys  Airport  to  Pt.  Hugo  Naval  Air 
Station  near  Oxnard. 

The  action  was  taken  following  a  presentation  by  Lt.  Col.  Walter  Clabuesch 
and  Capt.  Boyd  Crumrine  of  the  Air  National  Guard  unit. 

During  the  presentation  and  questioning  that  followed  it  was  brought  out 
that  of  the  340  full-time  personnel  and  1100  part-time,  primarily  weekend 
personnel,  over  85  percent  currently  reside  within  a  fifty  mile  radius  of 
Pt.  Mugu.  Therefore,  a  move  to  Pt.  Mugu  would  nuL  have  a  strongly  adverse 
effect  on  local  housing  but  would  prevent  undo  hardship  on  the  personnel 
that  would  be  required  by  either  personnel  relocation  or  long  commuting 
distances  should  an  alternate  location  be  selected.  In  fact,  both  Clabuesch 
and  Crumrine  are  residents  of  Ventura  County. 

The  pending  expiration  of  the  current  Air  National  Guard  lease  at  Van  Nuys 
in  1985,  coupled  with  high  volume  of  light  general  aviation  traffic  and 
the  inability  of  physically  separating  the  Air  National  Guard  operations 


NEWS  RELEASE 
September  11,  1984 

from  tbe  rest  of  that  airport  has  resulted  In  the  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing, 
which  currently  flys  C-130  turbo-prop  transport  aircraft,  seriously  con¬ 
sidering  a  relocation  to  either  Pt.  Hugu,  Air  Force  Plant  #42  In  Palmdale 
or  Norton  Air  Force  Base  In  San  Bernadino. 

Both  a  full  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  as  required  by  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CSQA)  and  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  are  currently  being 
prepared  and  public  hearings  will  be  conducted  prior  to  any  final  decision 
being  made,  Co1 .  Clabuesch  said. 


-  30  - 


RenH</Eu 

Homeowners  sepi^bw 

of  Encino  fpc  pso 


"Serving  the  homeowners  of  Encino"  GERALD  A.  SILVER 

'■  ^  President 

P.O.  Box  453 

VJ._TPred  Clabuesch,  Lt.  Colonel,  CA  Ang  Encino.  CA  91426 

Aij:, National  Guard  ;  Phone  (213)  990-2757 

Headquarters  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
Van  Nuys,  Ca.  91409 

RE:  RELOCATION  OF  ANG  and 

Dear  Col.  Clabuesch:  SCOPING  MELTINGS 


Our  organization  would  like  to  take  an  active  role  in 
participating  in  Scoping  meetings  regarding  the  ANG.  Our 
position  is  that  we  would  like  to  see  the  guard  relocate 
from  its  present  Van  Nuys  airport  location.  Your  present 
fleet  of  aircraft  generates  noise  and  we  believe  safety 
problems. 

We  would  not,  however  wemt  to  see  the  LADOA  replace  your 
operation  with  other  fixed  base  operators  who  would  also 
generate  noise.  Our  recommendation  is  that  the  space  be 
converted  to  a  golf  course,  tennis  courts,  or  a  public 
park.  Since  the  Van  Nuys  Airport  will  be  out  of  compliance 
with  the  1985  -  65  CNEL  contour,  the  removal  of  the  guard, 
and  the  substitution  of  non-aircraft  related  usage  of  the 
facilities,  such  as  a  park,  etc.  would  be  in  the  public’s 
best  interest. 

We  are  also  dismayed  to  discover  that  you  held  a  Scop.ing  meeting 
on  Aug.  16,  1984,  where  we  and  other  homeowners  organizations 
were  not  invited,  not  given  adequate  notice.  Be  advised  that 
FAA  Order  1050. 1C  concerning  Environment  Impacts  states  that 
"Citizen  involvement .where  appropriate,  should  be  initiated 
at  the  earliest  practical  time  2md  continue  throughout  the 
devflopment  of  the  proposed  project  in  order  to  obtain  mean¬ 
ingful  input."  In  our  opinion,  your  Scoping  meeting  was  inade¬ 
quately  noticed. 

V. 

We  must  therefore  ask  that  another  Scoping  meeting  be  held  on 
this  matter  and  that  adequate  notice  be  given  to  homeowners 
groups.  The  absence  of  persons  at  your  last  meeting  effectively 
invalidates  the  previous  Scoping  gession.  You  may  wish  to  con¬ 
tact  Jim  Norville,  airport  manager,  for  a  list  of  concerned 
community  organizations. 

Cf^dially  yours, 

Gerald  A.  Silver 


CC:  LADOA 


DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  SCOPING  PROCESS 


fhK  Order  IQSO.IC  "Policies  end  Procedures  lor  Cort^dering  Enyirymenft 
Impacts"  states  that  "Crtizen  involvement,  where  appropriate*  sn^d  be  initiated 
at  the  earliest  practical  time  aiMl  continued  throughout  the  development  of 
proposed  project  in  order  to  obtain  meaningful  input."  It  also  provides  that 
summary  of  citizen  involvement  and  the  environmental  issues  raised  shall 
documented  where  practicable  in  the  EIS.”  In  compliance  with  these  requiremei 
th*  fallowing  information  is  providedi 


OFIMCUH 

P  O  Box  453  . 
f.nc:no.  CA  91426 


W.  FRED  CLABUESCH,  LT.  COL.  CA  ANG 
Air  National  Guard 
Headq.  146th  Tactical  Airlift 
Van  Nuya,  ca.  91409 


PO  BOX 

V«U  Muy*.  c«.  914( 


I 

y(^Ban  Airport  Noise 

Dear  Mr . Black : 

As  an  organization  concerned  with  the  reduction  and  control  of  airport 
related  noise  we  were  disturbed  when  an  article  that  appeared  in  the 
valley  section  of  the  LA  Tiwes  dated  August  19th  stated  that  the  Air 
National  Guard  based  at  Van  Nuys  Airport  was  seeking  public  input  regarding 
the  proposed  wove  fro«  that  aiport  to  alternate  sites.  One  of  these  sites 
Point  Hugo  Naval  Base  near  Canarillo  brought  protests  froM  the  ciy  of 
Cawarillo  at  a  hearing  held  at  that  city.  The  article  also  stated  that  a 
hearing  would  be  held  in  the  Van  Nuys  Airport  area.  However  the  proposed 
Meeting  had  already  held  in  Reseda  on  August  16th.  This  Meeting  was  attends 
according  to  a  reliable  source^  by  only  two  private  citizens!  part  of  a  gro 
froM  CaMarillo)  and  a  Menber  of  the  press. 

This  Meeting  was  considered  iMportant  enough  to  fly  in  Military 
personnel  froM  out  of  state.  In  a  call  to  your  offices 

of  the  National  Guard  a  Colonel  Clevesch  stated  that  three  announceMents 
were  run  in  the  local  newspapers  (  one  for  each  of  the  proposed  sites) 
and  that  the  notice  of  the  Reseda  hearing  appeared  7  days  prio"  to  the 
Meeting.  Also  it  was  verified  that  only  two  nenbers  of  the  lay  public 
attended.  Theses  "scoping"  hearings  were  considered  a  forMality  by  the 
Guard  spokesMan  and  considered  one  advance  notice  adequate. 

Our  probleM  with  these  events  are; 

1.  No  notices  were  run  in  the  local  area  newspapers  and  no  TV  or  radio 
coverage  was  given. 

2.  Although  considered  iMportant  enough  to  fly  in  Military  personnel,  the 
area  citizens  were  given  scant  notice  and  no  hoMeowner's  groups 

were  given  advance  notice. 

In  our  opinion  this  Matter  Must  be  given  wider  publicity. 

The  valley  residents  who  have  indured  the  operations  of  the  Guard  for 
Many  years  should  be  thoroughly  inforMed  through  open  public  hearings 
with  advance  notice  given  to  the  area  honeowners  groups  of  the  intent 
of  the  Guard  so  as  to  elicit  the  opinion  of  those  who  are  Most  directly 
iMpacted.  Although  it  is  understood  that  Most  of  the  area  governMental 
agencys  were  notified,  little  eMphasis  was  given  to  the  public  at  large. 

BAN  strongly  suggests  that  the  National  Guard  Make  a  More  positive  and 
direct  approach  to  the  citizens  in  the  area  of  the  airport  and  hold 
additional  Meetings  at  a  tine  and  place  that  would  insure  a  representive 
<  response. 

The  renoval  of  the  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  froM  Van  Nuys  airport 
would  be  a  blessing  to  the  area  residents  as  well  as  a  neans  for  the  Dept- 
j  Ment  of  Airports  to  be  coMpliant  with  the  future  requirenents  of  CEQA . 

We  further  suggest  that  the  vacated  property  be  utilized  for  quieter 
enterprizes  such  as  light  industrial  or  coMMercial  excluding  those  that 
would  add  More  hangars  or  aircraft. 


cc :  Anthony  C.  Beilenson 

Howard  Bernan 
Bobbie  Fiedler 
Alan  Robbins 
Tom  Bane 
fc-rnani  Bernardi 
Joy  P 1 c  u  s 


Respectful  1 y  , 


Vice  Pres.  Ban  Airport  Noise 


List  of  Van  Nuys  Airport  area  Honaouner's  Associations. 


1  .  Ban  Airport  Noise 
P.O.  Box  3184 

Van  Nuys>  California,  91407 

2.  Honeowner's  of  encino 
P.O.  Box  2008 

Encino,  California,  91426 

3.  Encino  Property  Owner's  Association 
P.O.  Box  425 

Encino,  California  ,91316 

4.  SherHan  Oaks  Honeowners 
P.O,  Box  S223 

Shernan  Oaks,  California  ,91413 

S.,  Sun  Valley  Hoenouner's 
P.O.  Box  1303 

Sun  Valley,  Calif ornia ,91352 

6.  Canyon  and  Hillside  Federation 
16611  Park  Lane  Circle 

Los  Angeles,  Calif ornia ,90049 

7.  North  Hollywood  Honeowner's 
P.O.  Box  4052 

North  Hollywood,  Ca 1 if ornia ,91607 

8.  Tarzana  Property  Owners 
P.O.  Box  112 

Tarzana,  Calif ornia ,91356 

9.  Studio  City  Residents 
P.O.  Box  1374 

Studio  City,  Ca lif ornia ,91604 

10.  Van  Nuys  Horjeowner 's  Association 
P.O.  Box  3528 

Van  Nuys,  California,  91407 

11.  Reseda  Connunity  Association 
P.O.  Box  1431 

Reseda,  Cailif ornia ,91355 

12.  Sepulveda  Honeowner's  Association 
P.O.  Box  2008 

Sepulveda,  California,  91343 


Gene  C.  Kjellberg 

^lf]|\/  ^  S  '|Cg4  Appletree  Avenue 

Camarillo,  California  93010 

n  November  13,  1984 

t-r\  Pit.  ’ 


Mr.  Ray  Lucasey 
Public  Affairs  Office 

Pacific  Missile  Test  Center,  Naval  Air  Station  Pt.  Mugu 
Code  0050 

Pt.  Mugu,  California  93042 
Dear  Mr.  Lucasey; 

SUBJECT:  POTENTIAL  RELOCATION  OF  THE  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD'S  146th  TACTICAL 
AIRLIFT  WING 


This  letter  is  in  response  to  several  recent  newspaper  articles  describing  the 
potential  relocation  of  the  Air  National  Guard's  146ch  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
(Van  Nuy's  Airport)  to  the  Pt.  Mugu  Naval  Air  Station.  Although  this  relocation, 
baaed  on  my  understanding,  is  only  a  proposal  at  this  time,  I  am  concerned  that 
such  a  move  to  Pt.  Mugu  Is  even  being  considered  and  wish  to  state  ray  reasons 
for  opposing  the  relocation  proposal. 

I  am  a  resident  of  the  City  of  Camarillo  and  reside  in  the  Woodside  Greens  neigh¬ 
borhood  located  near  the  Ventura  Freeway/Pleasant  Valley  Road  interchange.  Cur¬ 
rently  our  neighborhood  is  significantly  impacted  by  jet  and  propeller  aircraft 
noise  originating  from  Pt.  Mugu.  Prior  to  our  recent  home  purchase,  I  was  aware 
of  some  potential  aircraft  noise  impacting  this  portion  of  the  County,  This 
information  was  outlined  in  the  1977  Pacific  Missile  Test  Center  Pt.  Mugu  Air 
Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone  (AICUZ)  study  and  in  the  City  of  Camarillo's 
real  estate  disclosure  statement.  I  was  not  prepared,  however,  for  the  excessive 
number  of  flights,  the  intensity  of  jet  fighter  noise,  nor  your  pilots  apparent 
disregard  for  following  prescribed  flight  paths  and  respecting  minimum  prescribed 
altitudes  during  approaches  that  were  noted  in  the  AICUZ  study.  In  addition, 

I  was  not  informed  of  any  major  change  in  the  level  of  operations  at  your  air 
base  prior  to  our  home  purchase.  I  consider  the  addition  of  the  Air  National 
Guard  unit  a  major  escalation  in  flight  operations  and  based  on  my  understanding, 
has  nothing  to  do  with  Pt.  Mugu  carrying  out  its  primary  mission  (i.e.,  support 
facility  for  the  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base  and  Pacific  Missile  Teat  Center). 

I  am  a  professional  land  use  planner  with  the  County  of  Ventura  and  my  primary 
responsibilities  Include  the  preparation  of  major  updates  to  the  County's  General 
Plan  (including  the  Land  Use  Element  and  the  Noise  Element).  During  the  last 
thirteen  years,  I  have  had  sufficient  experience  in  planning  for  and  thus  attempt¬ 
ing  to  minimize  land  use  conflicts  between  incompatible  land  uses  (e.g.,  military 
air  bases  with  their  attendant  noise  and  safety  problems  and  noise  sensitive 
uses  such  as  residential  neighborhood).  I  raise  this  point  not  because  my 
opinions  necessarily  reflect  the  County  of  Ventura's  official  position  on  this 
issue  but  because  my  concerns  with  this  relocation  goes  beyond  that  of  a  concerned 
Camarillo  resident. 
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During  a  six  year  tenure  with  the  County  of  Orange  Planning  Department,  I  worked 
on  numerous  general  plan  amendments  involving  the  El  Toro  Marine  Corp  Air  Station 
(ETMAS)  and  its  relationship  to  the  urbanizing  South  Orange  County  area.  I  see 
many  similarities  involving  land  use/envirorunental  conflicts  experienced  by  El 
Toro  and  problems  associated  with  your  air  base  and  its  flight  operations.  At 
numerous  public  hearings  before  the  Orange  County  Board  of  Supervisors  involving 
existing  and  potential  land  use/nolse  conflicts,  the  ETMAS  personnel  argued  that 
their  facility  was  in  existence  before  the  south  Orange  County  urbanization  and 
that  a  prohibition  of  residential  and  other  noise  sensitive  uses  under  their 
flight  paths  was  necessary  in  order  to  minimize  future  problems  and  litigation. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  eventually  amended  the  County's  band  Use  Element  and 
Noise  Element  which  mandated  that  all  new  residential  construction  be  excluded 
from  lands  affected  by  65  Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level  (CNEL)  impacts  emana¬ 
ting  from  the  ETMAS,  Orange  County  Airport,  freeways,  etc.  Although  this  1979 
decision  alleviated  some  problems  between  El  Toro’s  operations  and  the  population 
growth  In  south  Orange  County,  It  by  no  means  eliminated  the  safety/noise/resi¬ 
dential  land  use  conflicts.  Although  ETMAS  personnel  would  undoubtedly  dispute 
the  following  position,  I  am  convinced  that  it  is  only  a  matter  of  time  until 
the  El  Toro  air  base  is  forced  to  relocate  to  a  more  remote  location  (e.g..  Camp 
Pendleton).  I  base  my  opinion  on  the  increasing  contact  with  urban  uses  encroach¬ 
ing  on  El  Toro  and  the  resultant  political  pressures  that  will  eventually  force 
the  relocation. 

I  brought  up  the  situation  in  Orange  County  because  it  typifies  the  inherent 
problems  of  a  large  military  air  installation  located  in  a  rapidly  urbanizing 
county.  It  should  be  noted  that  El  Toro's  land  use/noise/safety  problems  became 
more  acute  even  though  their  level  of  operations  did  not  escalate  significantly 
and  their  pilots  generally  followed  their  prescribed  AICUZ  flight  paths.  It 
seems  to  me  that  Pt.  Mugu,  while  admittedly  located  in  a  somewhat  more  remote 
section  of  Southern  California,  is  subject  to  equally  significant  urbanization 
pressures.  Ventura  County's  1982  population  was  552,000  persons  which  is 
expected  to  increase  by  260,000  persons,  or  to  a  projected  population  of  812,000 
persons,  by  the  year  2000.  A  significant  portion  of  the  County's  growth  will 
occur  in  the  Camarillo/Oxnard  geographic  areas  (i.e.,  their  existing  1982  pop¬ 
ulations  of  38,214  and  108,401  (respectively)  is  projected  to  grow  to  approximately 
87,000  persons  and  193,000  persona  (respectively)  by  the  year  2000).  Although 
much  of  this  growth  will  be  channeled  into  existing  City  "spheres  of  Influence" 
(i.e.,  those  areas  served  by  existing  and  funded  urban  services),  development 
pressures  will  further  erode  existing  agricul tural /open  space  lands  in  the  Oxnard 
plain,  I  am  citing  these  growth  figures  because  I  feel  it  is  important  for 
decision  makers  in  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  California  Air  National 
Guard  to  realize  that  Ventura  County,  while  still  dependent  on  an  agricultural 
economic  base,  is  a  rapidly  urbanizing  County  and  will  continue  to  experience 
these  growth  pressures  into  the  next  century.  Inevitably  these  growth  trends 
will  increasingly  impact  upon  your  air  base's  operations  and  the  resultant  poli¬ 
tical  pressures  may  eventually  force  a  relocation  of  Pt.  Mugu  to  a  more  remote 
location.  I  believe  this  scenario  is  Inevitable  even  though  I  personally  and 
professionally  would  prefer  to  see  agricultural  operations  in  the  Oxnard  plain 
remain  as  an  economically  viable  and  permanent  use  of  the  land. 
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Given  these  facts,  I  find  it  difficult  to  understand  why  the  Department  of  Defense 
would  even  consider  expanding  flight  operations  with  the  relocation  of  the 
Air  National  Guard  unit.  It  seems  to  me  that  you  already  have  a  public  relations 
problem  with  adjoining  cities  and  communities  such  as  Camarillo.  This  problem 
involves  resident  complaints  concerning  noise  impacts  and  safety  considerations 
related  to  your  base's  current  level  of  operations  and  is  further  amplified  by 
your  pilots  ignorance  of  or  disregard  for  following  prescribed  flight  paths  and 
maintaining  accepted  minimum  altitude  during  their  approach  to  the  Pt.  Mugu 
facility.  Why  compound  your  public  relations  problems  and  add  fuel  to  detractor's 
arguments  that  Pt.  Mugu  should  move  to  another  location  due  to  increasing  land 
use/noise/safety  conflicts  in  this  urbanizing  area? 

For  the  reasons  cited  above,  I  urge  you  to  reconsider  the  relocation  of  the  146th 
Tactical  Airlift  Wing  to  Pt.  Mugu.  In  my  opinion,  such  a  move  would  seriously 
erode  the  public's  image  of  Pt.  Mugu  as  a  necessary  military  facility  in  the 
south  coast  region  and  the  additional  noise  and  safety  Impacts  would  adversely 
affect  existing  and  future  residents  of  south  central  Ventura  County.  I  request 
that  you  provide  a  written  response  to  the  points  raised  in  this  letter.  I 
primarily  am  interested  in,  1)  the  status  of  the  Air  National  Guard's  potential 
relocation,  2)  why  your  pilots  continue  to  disregard  the  AICUZ  approach  paths, 

3)  why  do  your  pilots  frequently  fly  at  lower  altitudes  than  those  noted  in  the 
AICUZ  study,  and  4)  when  will  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  being  pre¬ 
pared  for  the  Air  National  Guard's  potential  relocation  be  available  for  review? 


cc:  Captain  Michael  Ritz,  Public  Affairs  Office,  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
Colonel  Claybues,  Base  Civil  Engineer,  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
Congresswoman  Bobbi  Fiedler,  21st  Congressional  District 
Supervisor  Ed  Jones,  2nd  Supervisorial  District 
Supervisor  Maggie  Ericksen,  3rd  Supervisorial  District 
Mayor  Bill  Estey,  City  of  Camarillo 
Councilman  Mike  Morgan,  City  of  Camarillo 
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14«T1  TAU  ISLOCATIOII  SUAVIT 


1 .  Introduction 

Tho  Air  Notionnl  Guard  ia  eurrontly  conductint  an  Bnvironaantal 
Inpact  Aaaaaaaant  o£  tha  potantial  raloeation  o£  tha  14dth  TAU 
£ron  Van  Nuya  to  ona  o£  thraa  poaaibla  loeationa:  MAS  Foint  Ifugu, 
Air  Forca  Plant  #42  at  Paladala,  or  Horton  Air  Forea  Baaa.  Aa  a 
part  of  that  affort,  thia  quaationnaira  ia  baing  adniniatarad  to 
aaaiat  tha  Air  Guard  in  datarnining  what  a££act  auch  a  nova  night 
hava  on  currant  paraonnal  locatad  at  tha  Van  Nuya  baaa.  Tha 
aurvay  ahould  taka  approxinataly  £iva  ninutaa  to  conplata.  All 
raaponaaa  will  ba  hald  in  atrict  eon£idanca.  Tour  eooparation  ia 
appraciatad . 

Plaaaa  eircla  tha  appropriata  raaponaa. 


1 1 . Background  ln£ornation 


Currant  Rank 

Col. 

1 

Lt.  Col. 

2 

Ha  ior 

3 

Caot . 

4 

Lt. 

5 

2nd  Lt . 

4 

cn  Sat. 

7 

sn  Sat. 

e 

n  Sat. 

9 

T  Sat. 

10 

S  Sat. 

11 

Sgt. 

12 

Sr  Ann. 

13 

AlC. 

14 

Ann. 

15 

2.  Ara  you? 

Air  Tachnician  or  AGR _ I 

Uaakand  Guardanan _ 2 

3.  Uhich  catagory  baat  daacribaa  your  aga? 


18-24 _ 1 

25-34 _ 2 

25-44 _ 3 

45-54 _ 4 

55  or  nora _ 5 


4.  Ara  you? 

nal  a _ 1 

£  anal  a _ 2 


1 


5.  How  loiiA  h«v«  you  sorvod  with  th*  146th  TAU? 
1  y«*r  or  !••• _ 1 


I- 3  y««ra _ 2 

4-6  yoara _ 3 

7-10  yaara _ 4 

II- 15  yaara _ 5 

16-20  _ 6 


21  yaara  or  aora^? 

6.  How  aany  chlldran  undar  tha  aga  o£  aightaan  ara  eurrantly 
living  in  your  houaahold? 


non  a _ 1 

on  a _ 2 

two _ 3 

thraa _ 5 

f  our _ 6 

fiva  or  aora _ 7 

7.  Do  you  eurrantly  own  your  own  hoaa? 

Yaa _ 1 

No _ 2 


1£  yaa,  anawar  quaation  8.  1£  no,  anawar  quaation  9. 


8.  Uhat  eatagory  baat  daaeribaa  your  aonthly  aortgaga 
payaant? 


8100-200 _ 1 

8200-300 _ 2 

8300-400 _ 3 

8400-500 _ 4 

8500-600 _ 5 

8600-700 _ 6 

8700-800 _ 7 

8800-900 _ 8 

8900-1000 _ 9 


81000  or  aora _ 10 

9.  Uhat  eatagory  baat  daaeribaa  your  aonthly  rant  or  laaaa? 


8100-200 _ 1 

8200-300 _ 2 

8300-400 _ 3 

8400-500 _ 4 

8500-600 _ 5 

8600-700 _ 6 

8700-800 _ 7 

8800-900 _ ^8 

8900-1000 _ 9 


81000  or  aora  10 


2 


10.  How  aony  bodrooaa  aro  In  your  currant  hoao? 


on* _ 1 

two _ 2 

thraa _ 3 

four  4 


fiv*  or  aora  S 


11.  Do  you  patronlsa  tha  Baaa  Exchanfta  (BX)? 

Yaa _ 1 

No _ 2 


If  yaa,  anawar  quaation  12  alao.  If  no,  fto  to 
quaatlon  13. 


12.  On  tha  avaraga,  how  auch  do  you  apand  at  tha  BX  aach  aonth? 


B _ 

13.  Othar  than  tha  BX,  do  you  currantly  ahop,  buy  aaala,  or 
purchaaa  any  gooda  or  aarvieaa  in  tha  Van  Nuya  araa? 

yaa _ 1 

(ANSWER  QUESTIONS  14  AND  IS) 

no  2 

(GO  TO  QUESTION  16) 

14.  Which  of  tha  following  itaaa  do  you  ragularly  apand 
aonay  on  in  Van  Nuya?  (Circla  gll  that  apply) 


aaala _ 1 

grocariaa _ _2 

ant  artainaant _ 3 

racraation _ 4 

hotala/aotala _ S 

gaa/auto  ralatad _ 6 

clothing _ 7 

drug/aundriaa _ 8 

othar(apacify) _ 
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15.  On  tha  avaraga  how  auch  do  you  apand  on  tha  following 
itaaa  in  a  givan  aonth  whila  in  Van  Nuya?  Plaaaa 
antar  a  dollar  aount  in  tha  appropriata  apaca. 


aaala  8 

grocariaa  8 
ant artainaant  8 
racraation  8 
hotala/aotala  8 
gaa/auto  8 
clothing  8. 
drug/au«driaa  8. 


othar(apacify) 
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16.  If  th«  146th  TAU  r«loc*t«d  to  HAS  Point  Hugu,  nnd  you 
woro  ollglblo  for  ooao  fora  of  roloentlon  bonoflta, 
which  of  tho  following  would  you  noot  likoly  do? 


a.  conauto  froa  oxiating  raaidanea _ 1 

b.  ralocata _ 2 

c.  ratira _ 3 

d.  quit _ 4 

a.  aaak  a  tranaf ar  5 


17.  If  tha  146th  TAU  raloeatad  to  Air  Forea  Plant  #42  at 
Paladala,  and  you  wara  aligibla  for  aoaa  fora  of 
raloeatlon  banafita.  which  of  tha  following  would  you 
aoat  likaly  do? 


a.  coaauta  froa  axlating  raaidanea _ 1 

b.  ralocata _ 2 

c.  ratira _ 3 

d.  quit _ 4 

a.  aaak  a  tranaf  ar _ 5 


18.  If  tha  146th  TAU  raloeatad  to  Horton  Air  Forca  Baaa, 
and  you  wara  aligibla  for  aona  forn  of  raloeation 
banafita,  which  of  tha  following  would  you  noat  likaly 
do? 


a.  coanuta  froai  axiating  raaidanea _ 1 


b.  ralocata _ 2 

c.  ratira _ 3 

d.  quit _ 4 

a.  aaak  a  tranaf  ar _ 5 


1?.  Uhat  la  your  aip  coda?  _ 

20.  Uhat  ia  tha  avaraga  driving  tiaa  froa  your  hoaa  to  Van  Nuya? 

waakday _ ^ainutaa 

waakand _ ^ainutaa 

21.  Uhich  catagory  baat  daaeribaa  your  houaahold’a  total 
annual  incoaa  (bafora  taxaa)? 

85,000-9,9999 _ 1 

810,000-17,999 _ 2 

$18,000-24,999 _ ^3 

$25,000-34,999 _ 4 

$35,000-44,999 _ 5 

$45,000-54,999 _ 6 

$55,000  or  aora _ 1 


THANK  YOU  FOR  TOUR  COOPERATIOH 
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ABSTRACT 

Archaeological  reconnaissances  were  conducted  on  two  of  three  proposed  land 
additions  for  military  bases  in  consideration  for  the  relocation  of  the  Van 
Nuys  Air  National  Guard  Base.  The  third  military  air  base.  Norton  Air  Force 
Base,  required  only  a  literature  search.  The  archaeological  records  searches 
and  on-foot  surveys  of  proposed  additions  to  the  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu 
and  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant  #42  showed  that  there  are  no  cultural  resources 
on  these  properties.  The  records  search  for  the  parcel  at  Norton  Air  Force 
Base  demonstrates  that  there  are  no  recorded  archaeological  sites  within  or 
adjacent  to  the  subject  property.  A  review  of  the  historic  maps  for  the 
project  locations  reveals  that  there  are  no  historic  structures  located  with¬ 
in  the  property  boundaries.  However,  the  historic  maps  illustrate  that  for 
the  Norton  Air  Force  Base  property  and  the  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu  prop¬ 
erty  historic  structures  existed  adjacent  to  the  property  boundaries.  These 
structures  are  not  indicated  on  the  contemporary  maps. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The  following  report  is  submitted  at  the  request  of  Sylvia  Salenius  of 
PRC  Engineering.  The  scope  of  work  Included  an  archaeological  records  search 
and  historical  overview  for  three  parcels  of  land  being  considered  as  sites 
for  the  proposed  relocation  of  the  Air  National  Guard  unit  currently  located 
at  Van  Nuys,  California.  The  three  parcels  of  land  are  in  or  adjacent  to 
Naval  Air  Station,  Point  Mugu;  Norton  Air  Force  Base;  and  Air  Force  Plant  #42, 
Palmdale.  All  of  these  sites  are  located  in  Southe'^n  California.  In  addition 
to  the  records  search  and  historic  overview,  a  field  survey  was  carried  out 
at  the  Point  Mugu  and  Palmdale  properties.  The  Norton  Air  Force  Base  property 
was  not  surveyed  since  it  has  been  extensively  developed  and  paved  over.  Since 
federal  funds  are  involved,  the  records,  literature,  and  field  surveys  were 
carried  out  in  order  to  identify  sites  or  properties  potentially  eligible  for 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

PROJECT  LOCATIONS  AND  DESCRIPTIONS 

PALMDALE  AIR  FORCE  PLANT  #42 

This  proposed  addition  of  280  acres  is  located  adjacent  to  the  west  side  of 
the  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant  #42  in  Los  Angeles  County  (Figures  1  and  2.) 

The  subject  property  is  relatively  flat,  reaching  an  elevation  of  2500  feet 
above  sea  level.  The  plant  community  is  Joshua  Tree  Woodland  with  Mormon 
Tea  (Ephedra  sp.?),  Cholla  (Opuntia  sp.?).  Creosote-bush  (Larrea  Divaricata), 
Red  Brome  ( Bromus  rubens ) ,  Desert  Stipa  (Stipa  speciosa) .  and  Turkey  Mullein 
Eremocarpus  Setigerus)  as  an  understory. 

NAVAL  AIR  STATION  POINT  MUGU 

This  proposed  addition  of  approximately  240  acres  is  located  south  of  Hueneme 
Road,  north  of  the  Pacific  Missile  Range,  and  west  of  Highway  1  in  Ventura 
County  (Figures  3  and  4).  The  project  area  is  nearly  flat  as  a  result  of  crop 
harvesting.  The  entire  subject  property  has  been  disturbed  as  a  result  of 
crop  cultivation  and  swamp  drainage.  While  no  native  vegetation  exists,  there 
are  cultivated  fields  of  lima  beans  and  tomatoes.  The  elevation  of  the  project 
area  averages  ten  feet  above  sea  level. 
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Figure  1.  Generel  Location  of  Project  Area,  Near  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant  #42. 
From  USGS  Los  Angeles  (1975)  and  San  Bernardino  (1969)  Quads. 

Scale  1:250,000 


Figure  2.  Specific  Location  of  Project  Area,  Near  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant  #42. 
From  USGS  Palmdale  (1974),  Ritter  Ridge  (1974),  Lancaster  West 
(1974)  Quads. 


I 
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Scale  1:24,000 


Figure  3. 


General  Location  of  Project  Area,  Near  NAS  Point  Mugu.  From 
USGS  Los  Angeles  (197S)  Quad. 


Scale  1:250,000 


Figure  4. 


Specific  Location  of  Project  Area,  Near  NAS  Point  Hugo.  From 
USGS  Camarillo  (1967),  Oxnard  (1967),  and  Point  Mugu  (1967). 


Scale  1:24,000 
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NORTON  AIR  FORCE  BASE 

This  subject  property  approximates  160  acres  and  is  located  north  of  the 
Norton  Air  Force  Base  runway  and  taxi  ways  and  south  of  City  Creek  in  San 
Bernardino  County  (Figures  5  and  6).  The  average  elevation  is  1140  feet 
above  sea  level.  The  entire  area  is  impacted  with  structures,  roads,  and 
concrete  aprons  for  the  aircraft  taxi  ways. 

SURVEY  METHODS 

PALMDALE  AIR  FORCE  PLANT  #42 

On  July  11,  1984,  Thomas  J.  Banks  and  Jackie  Desautels  conducted  an  archaeo¬ 
logical  reconnaissance  of  the  subject  property.  On-foot  transects  were  spaced 
30  meters  apart.  The  ground  visibility  was  excellent  because  of  the  sparse 
vegetation. 

NAVAL  AIR  STATION  POINT  MUGU 

On  July  12,  1984,  Thomas  J.  Banks  and  Jackie  Desautels  conducted  an  archaeo¬ 
logical  reconnaissance  of  the  subject  property.  The  majority  of  the  project 
area  is  under  cultivation:  lima  beans  and  tomatoes  with  wind  breaks  of  euca¬ 
lyptus  and  Cyprus.  One  area  at  the  extreme  southern  end  of  the  property  was 
not  under  cultivation,  yet  was  being  disced  during  the  reconnaissance.  This 
area  .s  reclaimed  marsh  land.  One  strip  of  the  subject  property,  near  Hueneme 
Road,  is  disturbed  compact  dirt. 

Ground  visibility  was  obscured  among  the  tomatoes  and  more  mature  lima  bean 
plants.  However,  this  amounted  to  a  strip  that  is  only  30  to  40  cm  wide. 

The  major  portion  of  the  subject  property  was  surveyed,  on  foot,  in  transects 
spaced  30  to  40  meters  apart.  There  were,  however,  areas  where  trees,  pipes, 
and  irrigation  ditches  obstructed  survey. 

SURVEY  RESULTS 


No  cultural  resources  were  found  as  a  result  of  the  archaeological  survey  of 
both  properties  considered  as  alternatives  for  the  relocation  of  the  Van  Nuys 


I 


r 


8 


Figure  5.  General  Location  of  Project  Area,  on  Norton  Air  Force  Base. 

From  USGS  San  Bernardino  (1969)  and  Santa  Ana  (1979)  Quads. 
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Scale  1:125,000 


Figure  6.  Specific  Location  of  Project  Area,  on  Norton  Air  Force  Base. 
From  USGS  Redlands  (1967)  Quad. 
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National  Guard  Base.  However,  a  large  modern  trash  scatter  that  covers  a 
small  portion  of  the  proposed  addition  for  the  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant  #42. 
The  trash  is  dated  between  1940  and  1950  and  consists  mostly  of  tin  cans, 
glass,  50  gallon  drums,  roofing  tar,  and  bed  springs. 

RECORD  SEARCHES 


Archaeological  record  searches  were  requested  and  received  from  the  Institute 
of  Archaeology,  University  of  California  at  Los  Angeles,  and  the  San  Bernardino 
County  Museum  Association.  The  record  searches  for  the  subject  properties  and 
the  area  within  a  mile  of  the  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant  #42  and  the  Norton  Air 
Force  Base  were  negative.  Although  there  are  recorded  archaeological  sites 
located  in  close  proximity  to  the  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu  property,  there 
are  none  within  the  property  boundaries.  These  sites  are  described  below: 

1.  Ven-11;  This  site  consists  of  a  shell  midden  located  approximately 
three  miles  southeast  of  the  subject  property.  The  site  was  recorded 
by  B.  Frost  in  1954. 

2.  Ven-llO:  This  site  consists  of  a  shell  midden  with  associated  burials, 
bowls,  and  pestles.  It  is  located  approximately  two  miles  southeast  of 
the  subject  property.  The  site  was  recorded  by  McKusick  in  1959. 

3.  Ven-187;  This  site  consists  of  a  cemetery  and  habitation  area.  The 
exact  location  is  undetermined  because  no  maps  were  Included  when  this 
site  was  first  recorded  by  Toney  and  Huston  in  1968.  It  is  believed 
that  the  site  exists  either  two  miles  southeast  or  two  miles  southwest 
of  the  subject  property. 

4.  Ven-256:  This  site  consists  of  a  cemetery  and  associated  artifacts. 

It  is  located  approximately  one  mile  south  of  the  subject  property. 

The  site  was  recorded  by  Barber  in  1971. 
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HISTORICAL  RESEARCH 
INTRODUCTION 

Historical  research  was  conducted  in  the  libraries  of  the  cities  of  Palmdale 
and  San  Bernardino  for  the  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant  #42  and  the  Norton  Air 
Force  Base,  respectively.  Neither  the  Palmdale  nor  the  San  Bernardino  histor¬ 
ical  societies  have  documents  available  to  the  public  at  this  time.  Historical 
research  for  the  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu  was  conducted  at  the  Oxnard  City 
library  and  the  Ventura  County  Historical  Society. 

Nineteenth  century  and  turn  of  the  twentieth  century  maps  were  inspected  for 
evidence  of  historic  structures  located  within  the  properties  proposed  for  the 
relocation  of  the  Van  Nuys  National  Guard  Base.  There  is  no  evidence  of  his¬ 
toric  structures  within  the  subject  property  of  the  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant 
#42  (Figure  7),  the  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu  (Figure  8),  and  the  Norton 
Air  Force  Base  (Figure  9).  However,  an  1899  map  does  show  two  structures 
adjacent  to  what  is  now  the  northwest  boundary  of  the  Norton  Air  Force  Base. 
Similarly,  a  1904  map  illustrates  that  two  historic  structures  are  within 
400  feet  of  the  proposed  land  addition  to  the  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu. 
Another  structure  is  indicated  approximately  1000  feet  east  of  the  northernmost 
boundary.  The  historic  structures  near  both  of  these  air  bases  no  longer  exist; 
however,  there  may  be  subsurface  evidence  of  historic  occupation  (such  as 
trash  dumps). 

PALMDALE 

As  early  as  1861  the  Butterfield  stage  coach  carrying  passengers,  bullion, 
and  freight  from  San  Bernardino  to  Bakersfield,  stopped  in  Palmdale  (Antelope 
Valley  n.d.).  Yet,  it  was  when  the  railroad  was  built  through  the  Antelope 
Valley,  in  1876,  that  people  decided  to  settle  in  the  area  to  become  known 
as  Palmdale  (Progress  Association  n.d.). 

Palmdale  was  settled  by  German  Lutheran  colonists  sometime  between  1884  and 
1886  (Cunningham  1964).  The  mistaken  identity  of  the  Joshua  trees  for  palms 
prompted  the  settlers  to  name  their  new  town  Palmenthal ,  later  changed  to 


Figure  9.  Project  Area  Plotted  on  an  Historic  Map.  US6S  San  Bernardino 
(1901,  1909)  and  Redlands  (1899)  Quads. 
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Palmdale  (Palmdale  Chamber  of  Commerce  1979).  The  name  of  Palmenthal  became 
official  when  the  post  office  was  established  on  June  17,  1888,  in  the 
general  store  owned  by  a  Mr.  Munz.  The  name  was  changed  to  Palmdale  in  1890 
(Valley  Life  n.d.). 

The  German  colonists,  after  surveying  the  land,  constructed  the  first  canal 
from  Littlerock  Creek  to  the  ''village,"  using  wooden  flumes  and  ditches. 

Large  cisterns  were  also  used  to  store  water.  For  domestic  use  of  water, 
wells  were  dug  and  windmills  were  constructed  (Valley  Life  n.d.) 

Because  of  a  drought  in  1893,  a  problem  with  water  storage  resulted  (Palmdale 
Chamber  of  Commerce  1979).  Consequently,  many  of  the  settlers  left  Palmdale, 
while  the  few  who  remained  moved  their  homes,  piece  by  piece,  to  the  present 
location  of  Palmdale,  which  is  approximately  two  to  three  miles  west  of  what 
is  now  called  Old  Palmdale.  All  that  remains  of  Old  Palmdale  is  the  cemetery, 
with  German  inscriptions  on  the  headstones  (Valley  Life  n.d.). 

By  1911  and  1912  Palmdale,  along  with  Lancaster,  was  actively  pursuing  grain 
farming.  Between  the  two  towns  seven  hundred  and  fifty  carloads  of  grain 
were  shipped  out  in  one  year  (Progress  Association  n.d.). 

Until  the  stock  market  crash  of  1929  the  small  community  of  Palmdale  remained 
fairly  undisturbed.  With  the  depression,  however,  the  Works  Progress  Adminis¬ 
tration  (WPA)  initiated  the  building  of  the  Palmdale-Littlerock  dam  and  the 
Palmdale  airport  (Antelope  Valley  n.d.).  (This  county  airport  is  now  the 
location  of  the  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant  #42.) 

During  World  War  II,  in  1941,  the  Palmdale  county  airport  was  leased  to  the 
United  States  government  for  $1.00  per  year  for  the  training  of  cadets 
(Antelope  Valley  n.d.).  In  1947  the  airport  was  purchased  by  the  county  for 
$30,000  and  an  additional  four  acres  were  added  sometime  later.  The  federal 
government  finally  bought  the  county  airport  in  1951,  at  which  time  aircraft 
companies  such  as  Lockheed  and  Northrop  located  at  Plant  #42  (Progress  Asso¬ 
ciation  n.d.). 
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VENTURA 

The  name  Mugu  is  the  modified  word  for  the  Ventureno  Chumash  village  of 
Muwu,  located  approximately  three  to  four  miles  southeast  of  the  Naval  Air 
Station  Point  Mugu.  In  fact,  many  of  the  names  for  the  cities  in  Ventura. 
County  are  taken  from  the  original  Chumash  village  appellations  (Grant  1978a). 

Chumash  aboriginal  territory  extended  from  San  Luis  Obispo  in  the  north  to 
Malibu  Canyon  on  the  coast  and  in  the  interior  to  the  San  Joaquin  valley. 

In  addition,  the  islands  of  San  Miguel,  Santa  Rosa,  Santa  Cruz,  and  Anacapa 
were  occupied  by  the  Chumash  (Grant  1978b;  Kroeber  192b). 

The  Point  Mugu  environs  along  with  Point  Hueneme  were  occupied  by  the  Chumash 
until  the  Spaniards  established  the  Mission  San  Buenaventura,  located  within 
the  present  city  of  Ventura,  in  1771  (Grant  1978b).  Spanish  colonization  of 
the  Chumash  promulgated  disease  among  the  mission  neophytes,  so  that  by  the 
time  mission  secularization  occurred  in  1834,  nearly  four-fifths  of  the  popu¬ 
lation  had  died. 

Historically,  the  proposed  addition  to  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu  was  located 
within  the  Rancho  El  Rio  de  Santa  Clara  o  La  Colonia.  The  rancho  was  granted 
in  1837,  by  Governor  Juan  B.  Alvarado,  to  eight  men  and  their  families.  In 
1872,  the  rancho  was  patented  to  these  original  grantees  (Robinson  1956). 

Although  transportation  to  San  Buenaventura  was  often  accomplished  by  men  on 
horseback  and  muleback,  the  most  common  mode  of  travel  was  by  sea.  In  1868, 
however,  the  stagecoach  supplanted  the  sailing  vessels  and  steamers  (Robinson 
1956).  It  was  not  until  1913  that  the  state  highway  was  constructed  over  the 
old  route  (Sheridan  1926). 

When  the  first  postal  service  was  established  in  San  Buenaventura  in  1861, 
delivery  of  the  mail  was  free.  The  first  postmaster  for  the  city  of  San 
Buenaventura  used  to  place  the  mail  in  his  hat  and  "begin  a  round  of  friendly 
calls  upon  those  for  whom  he  had  letters"  (Hobson  and  Francis  1912:7). 
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Until  1873,  San  Buenaventura  was  Included  within  the  boundaries  of  Santa 
Barbara  County.  In  celebration  of  the  separation  from  Santa  Barbara,  San 
Buenaventura  held  "the  last  great  bull  fight  and  dance... a  remnant  of  an 
ancient  custom  inherited  from  Spain"  (Hobson  and  Francis  1912:7). 

Commensurate  with  the  founding  of  Ventura  County  came  the  construction  of 
a  courthouse,  completion  of  the  first  wharf,  a  bank  and  public  library, 
and  the  introduction  of  ice  cream  (Murphy  1979).  In  1887,  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad  line  was  established  in  San  Buenaventura  and  for  conven¬ 
ience  the  name  was  shortened  to  Ventura.  When  the  Post  Office  also  used 
the  abbreviated  form,  the  county  soon  became  known  as  Ventura  (Murphy  1979). 

Probably  the  most  remembered  citizen  of  Ventura  is  Thomas  Bard  who  during 
his  fifty  year  (1865-1915)  residency  in  the  county  purchased  a  major  portion 
of  the  old  rancho  lands  (including  La  Colonia).  He  financially  supported 
many  of  the  businesses  in  the  county  and  became  a  State  Senator.  Thomas  Bard 
was  remembered  as  a  generous  man  who  "never  foreclosed  a  mortgage"  (Fairbanks 
1960:7). 

When  the  La  Colonia  rancho  was  acquired  as  one  of  the  larger  Bard  holdings 
there  were  minor  problems  with  squatters.  Although  records  indicate  that 
nothing  serious  ever  happened  between  the  renters  and  the  squatters,  one  man 
was  lynched  for  the  murder  of  another  renter  with  whom  he  had  a  boundary 
dispute  (Sheridan  1926). 

Between  1914  and  19n  several  petroleum  companies  attempted  to  drill  for  oil 
and  gas,  but  the  drilling  bits  were  successively  ruined  by  the  gas  pressure. 
Finally,  the  Associated  Oil  Company  succeeded  in  recovering  approximately 
2,000  barrels  per  day,  thus  establishing  that  oil  and  gas  could  be  obtained 
with  the  rotary  drill  bit  and  use  of  hematite  and  birite  with  mud  fluid 
(Sheridan  1926). 

j  Perhaps  the  greatest  contribution  to  the  growth  and  economy  of  Ventura  was 

the  U.S.  Naval  Construction  Battalion,  located  at  the  harbor,  and  the  U.S. 

I  Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  established  at  Point  Hugu  in  1946  (Robinson 

^  1956;  Sheridan  1926). 
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SAN  BERNARDINO 

Prehistorically,  portions  of  the  Sen  Bernardino  area  were  inhabited  by  the 
Serrano  Indians  who  spoke  a  Takic  language  that  belonged  to  the  greater 
Uto-Aztecan  family  (Bean  and  Smith  1976).  Gerald  Smith  of  the  San  Bernardino 
County  Museum  Association  said  that  Jesusa  Manuel,  a  Serrano,  was  Interviewed 
In  the  1930s,  and  she  related  that  many  of  her  relatives  moved  to  Harlem 
Springs  (located  one  mile  north  of  the  Norton  Air  Force  Base)  during  the  mid¬ 
nineteenth  century.  The  move  was  prompted  by  the  Mormon  occupation  of  San 
Bernardino  which  occurred  In  1851.  There  Is  no  recorded  archaeological  site, 
however.  In  the  Harlem  Springs  area. 

Similarly,  Victory  Village,  established  during  World  War  II  and  located  near 
the  north  entrance  to  the  Norton  Air  Force  Base,  Is  reported  to  have  been  an 
archaeological  site  because  surface  handstones  and  mlllingstones  were  observed 
during  the  1940s  (personal  communication  Gerald  Smith).  This  site,  however, 
has  not  been  officially  recorded,  nor  have  the  artifacts  been  relocated. 

Spanish  influence  on  the  Serrano  was  slight  until  an  asistencia  to  the  San 
Gabriel  Mission  was  constructed  near  Redlands  In  18i9  (Bean  and  Smith  1978). 
The  site  for  the  asistencia  had  been  selected  in  1910  by  the  Franciscan  mis¬ 
sionary,  Father  Dumetz.  It  was  at  this  time  that  San  Bernardino  received  its 
name  (Stoebe  1974).  The  branch  establishment  of  the  mission  San  Gabriel  was 
abandoned  In  1834  when  a  group  of  Indians  raided  the  asistencia  (Bancroft 
1886-1890  Vol.  IV). 

The  San  Gabriel  Mission's  asistencia  was  part  of  the  Agua  Callente  Rancho, 
granted  to  Antonio  Lugo  and  his  sons  In  1642  (Bancroft  1886-1890  Vol.  IV). 

The  Harlem  Springs  area  was  Included  in  the  Agua  Callente  Rancho,  so  named 
because  of  the  many  hot  springs  within  the  rancho's  boundaries.  Nine  years 
after  the  Lugo  family  was  granted  the  Rancho  they  sold  It  to  Mormon  settlers 
(Bancroft  1886-1890  Vol.  IV). 

In  1851,  and  upon  the  suggestion  of  Brigham  Young,  a  colony  of  Mormons  from 
Utah  came  to  the  Cajon  Ca^on,  now  known  as  City  Creek,  for  the  purposes  of 
cultivating  San  Bernardino's  rich  soil  and  establishing  a  satellite  settlement 
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(Ingersoll  1904).  By  1853,  the  townsite  for  the  future  city  of  San  Bernardino 
was  laid  out  in  "Babylonian  style— a  miniature  of  Salt  Lake  City"  (Ingersoll 
1904:142).  The  town  was  one  square  mile  with  eight  acre  blocks,  and  streets 
that  ran  at  right  angles,  each  bordered  by  an  irrigation  ditch.  All  of  the 
streets  were  given  Mormon  appellations  (Ingersoll  1904). 

By  April  13,  1854,  a  special  act  was  passed  by  the  legislature  incorporating 
the  city  of  San  Bernardino.  Shortly  after  the  city's  incorporation  another 
act  was  passed  authorizing  appropriation  of  the  water  of  the  Twin  Creeks 
for  the  city's  municipal  and  domestic  use.  Several  years  later,  the  Twin 
Creeks  irrigation  ditches  were  abandoned  because  they  were  inefficient 
(Ingersoll  1904). 

The  Mormons'  control  over  the  city  of  San  Bernardino  lasted  only  four  years. 
Conflict  between  the  U.S.  Military  and  Mormon  population  in  Utah  forced  Brigham 
Young  to  recall  all  of  the  settlers  to  Utah.  Young  had  heard  that  U.S.  troops 
were  on  their  way  to  Salt  Lake  City  (Ingersoll  1904;  Stoebe  1974).  Even  though 
a  few  of  the  colonists  remained  in  their  newly  founded  city,  with  the  majority 
of  the  population  absent,  the  financial  burden  was  too  great;  and  the  city 
was  soon  disincorporated  (Elliot  1965;  Stoebe  1974).  San  Bernardino  reincor¬ 
porated,  however,  in  1868,  and  a  city  charter  was  approved  in  1904  (Anonymous 
n.d.).  Following  the  Mormon  exodus  from  San  Bernardino,  the  city  became 
known  as  a  drinking  and  gambling  town  "and  a  period  of  unrest  in  city  govern¬ 
ment  followed"  (Stoebe  1974:46). 

When  gold  was  found  in  the  Bear  and  Holcomb  valleys,  in  1860,  thousands  of 
miners  traveled  through  the  city  of  San  Bernardino  in  search  of  their  fortune. 

The  gold  rush  boosted  the  population  of  the  town  of  Belleville  in  Holcomb 
Valley  to  10,000.  Because  of  the  conpetition  from  Belleville,  the  city  of 
San  Bernardino  narrowly  won  the  County  Seat— a  one  vote  decision  (Stoebe  1974). 

In  1875,  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  was  established  in  Colton,  approximately 
six  miles  southwest  of  San  Bernardino,  and  ten  years  later  the  Santa  Fe  Rail¬ 
road  line  arrived  in  San  Bernardino  (Elliott  1965;  Ingersoll  1904;  Stoebe  1974). 
Consequently,  between  1885  and  1890  the  city's  growth  was  especially  notice¬ 
able  because  of  what  Charles  Lummis  called  the  Pullman  Conquest  (Ingersoll  1904). 
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Since  one  of  the  major  reasons  for  establishing  the  railroad  line  through 
San  Bernardino  was  the  orange  crop  industry,  the  Southern  Pacific  and  the 
Santa  Fe  lines  vied  for  the  business.  Hence,  rates  were  drastically  lowered. 

Many  of  the  people  who  took  advantage  of  the  lowered  fares  came  to  San  Bernardino 
and  decided  to  stay,  for  they  viewed  California  as  the  land  of  opportunity 
(Ingersoll  1904). 

The  first  attempt  at  developing  electricity  came  in  1888,  but  failed  because 
the  power  was  insufficient.  8y  the  late  1890s,  however,  San  Bernardino 
maintained  a  working  electrical  plant  (Elliott  1965;  Stoebe  1974).  Along  with 
electricity,  San  Bernardino  supported  a  400  room  hotel  that  had  a  Ladies  Only 
entrance  and  an  elevator,  a  stone  courthouse,  and  a  large  Seth  Thomas  clock 
located  in  the  tower  of  the  courthouse  (Stoebe  1974).  (This  same  clock  is 
now  striking  the  hours  at  the  entrance  to  the  Central  City  Mall.) 

Although  the  city  of  San  Bernardino  was  growing  in  the  late  1890s,  it  remained 
a  town  "where  it  was  customary  to  shoot  first  and  ask  questions  later"  (Stoebe 
1974:48).  The  city  also  experienced  its  share  of  prostitution:  according 
to  the  old  timers  the  red  light  district  was  notorious  throughout  the  state 
of  California  (Stoebe  1974).  Open  prostitution  continued  until  the  beginning 
of  World  War  II  when  the  War  Department  threatened  that  no  military  installa¬ 
tion  would  be  constructed  in  a  city  that  allowed  prostitution  (Stoebe  1974). 

With  the  abandonment  of  the  red  light  district,  the  United  States  Army  selected 
San  Bernardino  as  the  location  for  maintenance  and  supply  depots.  Hence,  two 
depots  were  established  within  the  city  limits:  San  Bernardino  Air  Depot 
and  Campo  Ono.  The  former  is  now  the  Norton  Air  Force  Base  and  the  latter 
was  abandoned  in  1946  (Hixson  1982).  The  San  Bernardino  Air  Depot  was  changed 
to  the  Norton  Air  Force  Base  in  honor  of  a  San  Bernardino  youth.  Lei  and  Francis 
Norton,  who  was  killed  in  the  war  (Stoebe  1974). 

Today,  San  Bernardino  has  become  a  major  comnercial  center,  partly  because  of 
the  establishment  of  the  San  Bernardino  Air  Depot  which  created  many  new  jobs 
(Hixson  1982). 
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RESOURCES  ELIGIBLE  FOR  THE  NATIONAL  REGISTER  OF  HISTORIC  PLACES 

There  are  no  known  archaeological  and  historical  resources  within  the  subject 
properties  of  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant  #42,  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu,  and 
Norton  Air  Force  Base.  No  resources  were  located  which  would  be  eligible  for 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

MITIGATION  MEASURES 

Since  no  cultural  remains  are  known  to  be  located  within  the  subject  properties 
of  the  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant  #42,  the  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu,  and  the 
Norton  Air  Force  Base  (Figures  2,  4,  and  6),  no  archaeological  testing  or 
excavation  is  required  at  this  time.  However,  because  of  the  historic  struc¬ 
tures  once  located  in  close  proximity  to  the  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu  and 
the  Norton  Air  Force  Base,  and  the  extent  of  historic  activity  in  the  Palmdale 
Air  Force  Plant  #42  area,  an  archaeologist  should  be  required  to  monitor  grad¬ 
ing  in  the  event  that  an  historic  trash  dump  or  other  associated  historic 
materials  are  located. 

Furthermore,  there  is  a  potential  for  subsurface  prehistoric  cultural  remains 
at  the  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu  property  because  of  the  extent  of  Chumash 
activity  in  the  surrounding  area.  Hence,  an  archaeologist  should  monitor 
grading  for  prehistoric,  as  well  as  historic  resources. 

1.  A  qualified  archaeotogist  should  be  present  at  the  pre-grade  meeting 
and  should  monitor  all  grading  activites. 

2.  The  archaeologist  would  be  empowered  to  temporarily  divert,  redirect, 
or  halt  grading  in  order  to  adequately  recover  cultural  materials 
which  may  be  encountered  during  the  grading  process. 
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NOTICE  OF  PUBLIC  SCOPING  MEETING 

VAN  NUVS  Am  NATIONAt.  OUANa  PWOfOaO  Re.OCATION 


Dim  t«  »Ay<(e«)  •(  tlw  iiiirt  Alrtort.  tk*  IMtk 

T«etlc<l  Airlift  Hint,  Air  *«t<«Mt  (MirAT  it  trtttHm  u  rtlacttt  Its  ftc^ll- 
tlm  tad  attrititat  U  tat  af  UirM  alterattiM  titai.  Sltat  uadtr  eaatidtrttlaa 
laeladt  (arat  Air  Jtatlaa.  Aalat  Maya  (Vaatara  Caaatf),  lartaa  Air  farca  lata 
($aa  laraardlaa)  tad  Air  Fared  ttaat  It  (taladala). 


At  tart  af  tkit  ralacatlaa  ttadr  aa  CariraaaaattI  latact  Sttttaaat  aiH  ka 
trUarad.  1kii  daeaaaat  aill  tanalr  witli-taa  prarttiaat  af  tl«a  Aatlaaa'  ta»iraa.ad 
aaatti  Falley  Act  (KFA)  tad  tha  Ctlifaralt  Caolraaaaattl  OaaHty  Act  (CtOA). 
Tha  Air  latiaatl  fiaard  aatt  tita  caatidar  ttia  4e>actltlaf  altarattira  af 
raatlalaf  at  thair  araaaat  lacatlaa  at  tua  Vaa  Ncya  Airaart. 

ALl  IVTtKSnO  CITIZm  a«  imiTES  TO  ATTINO  AM)  FWrlDE  FURIC  IWVT  TO  ASSIH 
TNE  STUOT  TEAM  II  IKITIFTIOO  COOCEMS  TO  IE  AOOIESSEB  II  TOE  HAFT 
EOVIRONOEOTAL  OOCUOEOT.  Faille  Scaiiaf  Aaatlaft  alii  la  hald  at  tla  fallaaiaf 
lacatlaaai 

FOIor  NNU  AOEA 
NMAT.  AUOUST  13.  1101 
7:00  TO  fiOO  f.M. 

Fraatlar  119a  Sekael  Cafatarla 
Flaaaaat  Valley  lead 
CaMrllla.  CA. 

3M  KMAWIRO  MEA 
TVESMT,  AOBUST  1*.  IMA 
7i00  TO  ttOO  F.M. 

3aa  Gariaala  I1|l  Eckaal.  M  E-S 
ttH  E.  Feel  fie  Strait 
Saa  laraardlaa.  CA. 


FAUUMIE-UICACTEI  AlU 
NEDOESOAT.  muST  It,  IMA 
7i00  TO  tiOO  F.M. 
laiahta  af  Calia^a  Hall 
7Zf  H.  Aaaaaa  H 
laacaatar.  CA. 

VAN  Nun  AMA 
TNUnOAV.  AUdUtT  lA.  IMd 
7:00  TO  fiOO  F.H. 
laaada  Ham'a  Clal 
7M1  Lladlay  Aaaaaa 
laaada.  CA. 


Far  aara  lafaraatlaa  caataettHaatar  Sarfaaat  Allay  ilacl.  Aaalataat  Faille 
Affaire  Officer.  lAAtk  Tactical  Airlift  Mlaa.  Air  latiaaal  taard.  MIO  kikaa 
Had..  Lae  Aafalaa.  CA.  tIAOA.  Flaaat  (010)  711-SMO.  aataaaiaa  JMw 


I 

I 

I 


W«dn— day.  Aug.  4.  1M4  •  TIta  Sun 


c-y 


NOTICE  OF  PUBUC  SCOPING  MEETING 

VM4  tuva  AM  NAtOML  quAio,  lawacag  aucATioN 

Om  ta  din’cal  aM  •Mr*ti«wl  eaMtrtlau  M  tlw  tea  ain  ti«  IMtk 

Tactlul  Airlift  Hina,  Air  VatlMtl  tM><  It  trtttiii  ta  rtlictta  ita  faaill- 
tlat  tM  taarttiam  U  tta  af  larta  tltartatlta  titat.  Sitat  aaaar  caatitaratlta 
laelaaa  *Ara1  Air  Stttiaa.  Aaiat  Nafa  (taatara  Caaatjr).  (artaa  Air  Farea  laaa 
(5aa  laratraiaa)  aaa  Air  Farea  Ftaat  At  (atlaaalaV 


Aa  aart  af  tint  ralacatiaa  ttaajt  aa  {aairaaaaatal  raaact  Stataaaat  ai  11  la 
iraaaraa.  T>ii«  aacaaaat  aill  eaaaly  aitli  Uia  araailiaaa  af  tla  tatiaaal  [a«iraa> 
aaatal  lalier  Act  (ItFa)  aaa  tiia  Califama  tanraaaaaial  Oaality  Act  (CtQAI. 
Tlia  Air  Aatiaaal  Gaart  aaat  alaa  caaeitar  tla  aa*rataiaf  altaraativa  af 
raaaiaiaf  it  »air  araaaaa  laaatiaa  at  tla  /aa  laya  Alraaru 

ALL  innum  cnizm  mi  tmiho  ■v  attew  tm  f««ik  •«■.»  iwur  to  abzst 
the  JTUOT  team  in  IOCITIFTIN  COOCEin  TO  K  AOOtKSED  10  TOC  NAFT 
EmitOMHENTAl.  OOCUMIIT.  Faalie  Saaaiaa  <«aatia«a  aill  la  wit  at  taa  fallaaiaa 
lacatiaaa: 


FOtOT  -vau  a«A 
MOMMT.  AiauST  II,  IMA 
7:00  TO  FiOO  F.S. 

Fraatiar  Nlta  JcNaal  Cafatana 
Flaaaaat  Vallay  Aaaa 
Caaanlla.  CA. 

IN  lEMOMDiaO  A«A 
TVSDAT.  AIMST  1«.  IMA 
7:00  TO  tiOO  a.M. 


FALMOAU-UWCASTEI  AMA 
MBcaAT.  mmar  ic.  ima 
7i«  TO  9:00  F.N. 

(Mi|hi.  af  CalMWaa  Nall 
7J0  N.  Waaaa  M 
Laaaaatar,  CA. 

VAMNUn  AACA 
TMMSOAV.  AUOUtr  lA  IFOA 
TiDO  TO  9i00  F;N. 

Oaaata  tawa'a  Clal 
7MI  Llatlay  Aaaaaa 
laaaMa.  CA. 

Aaaiataat  Faille 
I  SaarC  MIO  hllaa 
aataaaiaa 


laa  Sartaaia  Ni^  Scaaal.  M  E-I 
2299  E.  Facifie  Straat 
Saa  laraareiaa.  CA. 

Far  aara  lafaraatiaa  caatact:Naetar  Saraaaat  tilay  Hack. 
Affaire  OHIcar.  lAAtk  Tactical  Airlift  Alaa,  Air  Aatlaaa 
ll>^  Ue  Aaaalaa.  CA.  91AOA,  Flaaai  (Oli)  »1-H00, 


Til  ‘■I  y—MW  It  >1  MW  DESEUT  MAILEH 


AH8Mt  1. 1M4 


wW  MQ»  18  tt  Ml*  19  ^  Mf  II 


^kKMTS  Wi 


•dMMay,  AM«yM  I,  lM4/0A«k.V  Nf WS 


NOTICE  OF  PUBUC  SCOPING  MEETING 

VAN  NUYS  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD.  PROPOSED  RELOCATION 

Ouc  to  pnystcji  and  operacionai  constraM^s  at  tna  Van  Muys  Airpon.  tnc  t4«cn  Trancai 
AifWi  WmQ,  Air  National  Guard,  is  proposing  to  rctocau  its.  fPcAMS  and  oocrationt  to 
onaaftiwMaKcmativcsiMs  Sacs  under  considaration  inside  Naval  Air  Station.  Pom 
SAugu  iventura  Counqri.  Norton  Air  Force  lasc  (San  ■emaromei  and  A«  Forte  Flint  *2 
(FaMdaiei 


•  **  acMT  «i 


As  Part  ot  mis  relocation  stuoy  an  Environmental  impact  Statement  wili  oe 
prepared  Tins  document  une  comply  wtifi  me  provisions  ol  me  National 
Environmental  PWicy  Act  (NEPA)  and  me  Califomia  Environmental  Quamy  Act 
jCEOAi  rne  Air  National  Guard  must  also  consider  tne  domoming  aitemative  or 
remaining  at  tneir  present  location  at  me  Van  Nuys  Airport. 

AU  INTEPESTEO  CITIZENS  APE  INVITED  TO  ATTEND  AND  PtOVlOE  PIUUC 
INPUT  TO  ASSIST  THE  STUDY  TEAM  IN  IDENTIFYING  CONCERNS  TO  K 
ADDRESSED  IN  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  PuMc  Scoping 
Meetings  veil  be  neid  at  me  roeowmg  locations 


POINT  MUGU  AREA 
MONOAV.  AUG.  IS.  1W« 

T  00  to  Y  00  P  M 
Frontier  High  Scnooi  Cate 
Pleasant  Viy  Rd  .  Camamio 

SAN  BERNARDINO 

TUESDAY.  AUC.  14,  IWt 
7  00  to  4  00  PM 
San  Corgomo.  m  S..  Rm  E-S- . 
2244  E  Pacific  St .  SanBemardme 


PALMDALE'LANCASTER  AREA 
WEDNESO/tV.  AUG.  IS.  IW4  ^  . 

7  00to  4  00PM 
Kmgnts  et  Cowmous  Hal 
724  w  Ave  M.  Lancaster 

VAN  NUYS  AREA 

THURSDAY.  AUG.  14.  I4«4 
7  00  to  4  00  P  M 
Reseda  women  s  Club 
7401  Lmdiey  Ave  .  Reseda 


For  more  information  contact  Master  Sergeant  Rley  BMck.  Assistant  Pubic  Affans 
CRicer,  I44in  Tactiai  Amift  Wmg.  Ah  National  Guard.  BOX)  lawea  Blvd..  Los- 
Angeles.  CA  41404  Ptione  (01 W  781-5480.  eiiension  364 


i 


t>A.  Ufa,  Oaiy  Itewt—Augoat  3, 1084 


NOTICE  OF  PUBUC  SCOPING  MEETING 

VAN  NUYS  AM  NATIONAL  GUAftO.  niOK>$ID  RELOCATION 
Ou*  to  pfiyiic*  and  opmiionii  conmMs «  m*  van  Nuyi  Mpen.  itw  1 4401  Tnaut 
AMft  win}.  Mr  Naimi  Guard.  H  prapowig  to  rtiecatt  as  lacildM  and  epcradena  » 
ont  of  tfm  atcmaowt  B«.  SUM  undtr  eonudaraoen  iraida  Naval  Mr  Stanen.  roM 
Mugu  (Vamura  CouncM,  Norton  Mr  fore*  taio  |Sin  Itmitdinol  and  Mr  tact  Ram  42 
ttawwal- 


•  atnjuir  4t 


VAHMUVa 
MOaotT  . 


At  Part  of  tnn  ratocation  study  an  Ermronmcntai  Mipaa  Stattfiiant  «Ml  bt 
prepared.  TNs  documant  vmI  cornpiy  wnitt  ina  protnswnt  of  itia  Nanorwl 
EnvwonmarKal  Policy  Aa  |NEPA|  and  CaWoriM  Eneiforwiantai  Ouadiy  Aa 

(CEOA|.  The  Air  National  Guard  must  alw  consider  Kit  do-noOiing  NtamaUvt  of 
rtmanng  at  tfiair  praiarw  locaoon  at  tfia  Van  Nuys  Mrperc. 

AU.  INTERCSTEO  CITIZENS  ARE  INVITED  TO  ATIENO  AND  PROVOE  PURJC 
INPUT  TO  ASSIST  THE  STUDY  TEAM  IN  IDENTIFYING  CONCERNS  TO  K 
AOORESSCO  IN  THE  GRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT.  FUMk  Scoping 
Maatmgs  vwa  be  naid  at  me  foaewing  locaMnK 


raiNTMUGUAREA  RAUMOALE-LANCASTER AREA  I 

MONDAY.  AUG.  13.  .WEDNESOAT.  AUa  It.  IWd 

T.'OOtoYGOF.M.  7G0to9G0F.M. 

Frontier  HignScnoalCaN  Knigntsef  CobaiDuaHafl 

taasaw  viy.  Rd..  CawartM  72f  w.  Awe.  M.  LveaBer 

SAN  BERNARDINO  VANNUVSAREA 

TUOOAr.AUat4^l«M  TMUIISOAT.Aua.l*.tEM 

7G0to«G0FJM.  7flOtef«>PJM. 

SanGergonie.H4..RM.E-S  ■tsedaWbMen'tai* 

.  23nE.Fac«cSL.Sangafnafabta  TEOI  UndNyAwe.taada 

Fotmare  Mormailon  centaix  Maitar  Sergeant  RMy  MkR.  Aamtani  AMc  AIMra 

Off^MMxT^  Aigift.Wlqa  ta  Natiota  Guard.  M30  Mboa  Mad..  Loa 
MigtleKCA9l404.Fhenr|»f77El’-f««icnanMen3M. - V.v 


I 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

Hf  AOQUAHTf  US  14STH  TACTICAL  AIRLIFT  WINQ  lANOI 
VAN  NUVS.  CALIFORNIA  t14M 

^  DPC  (MSgt  Black)  23  3uly  1984 

I  SUBJECT  Notice  of  Preparation 


California  State  Clearinghouse 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 


I 


1.  Project  Title 

146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing,  Air  National  Guard,  Van  Nuys,  Base  Relocation 
EIR/EIS. 

2.  Summary 

The  Military  Department  at  the  State  Of  Ccdifornia  will  be  the  lead  Agency  and 
will  prepare  a  combined  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  project  described  below.  The  EIR/EIS  will  be  prepared 
in  compliance  with  both  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  and  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA). 

Please  list  applicable  permit  and  environmental  review  requirements  of  your 
agency  and  the  scope  and  content  of  the  environmental  information  which  is 
germane  to  your  agency's  statutory  responsibilities  in  connection  with  the 
proposed  project. 

3.  Description  of  the  Project 

The  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing,  Air  National  Guard  is  currently  based  at  the  Van 
Nuys  Airport.  Current  conditions  at  this  general  aviation  airport,  including 
considerations  such  as  safety,  security,  and  limited  Air  National  guard  expansion 
potential,  dictate  that  the  Air  National  Guard  relocate  to  an  alternative  site 
within  its  southern  California  recruiting  area. 

The  Air  National  Guard  is  thus  proposing  relocation  of  its  facilities  and  operations 
to  one  of  three  alternative  sites.  Thex  sites  include,  Naval  Air  Station,  Point 
Mugu  (Ventura  County),  Norton  Air  Force  Base  (San  Bernardino),  and  Air  Force 
Plant  42  (Palmdale).  In  addition,  under  environmental  regulations,  the  Air 
National  Guard  must  also  consider  the  do-nothing  alternative  of  remaining  at  its 
existing  iocaiton  at  the  Van  Nuys  Airport. 
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To  relocate,  the  Air  National  Guard  will  require  200-250  acres  of  land.  This 
requirement  must  be  met  either  within  or  directly  adjacent  to  the  alternative 
sites  identified  above.  On  this  acreage,  the  Air  National  Guard  would  construct 
various  maintenance,  storage,  training  and  other  support  facilities  totaling 
approximately  330,000  square  feet,  as  well  as  construction  of  associated  taxiways, 
and  aircraft  parking  aprons.  The  i46th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  is  currently  assigned 
sixteen  (16)  C-130E  turbo-prop  aircraft  .  These  aircraft  would  be  ba^d  at  the 
new  site.  No  replacement  aircraft  are  currently  programmed  for  the  146  Tactical 
Airlift  Wing. 

With  respect  to  operations,  the  Air  National  Guard  projects  a  maximum  worst 
base  frequency  of  74  daily  aircraft  operations  (37  complete  circuits).  At  two  of 
the  site  locations  under  consideration  for  base  relocation  (Air  Force  Plant  #42, 
Palmdale,  and  the  Naval  Air  Station  at  Point  Mugu)  the  146th  Tactical  Airlift 
Wing  already  conducts  flight  training  activities,  and  base  relocation  would  not 
significantly  increased  present  flight  operations.  Hours  of  operation  would  be 
from  8:00  a.m.  to  10:00  p.m.  Aside  from  a  staff  of  300  day-to-day  employees,  the 
bulk  of  the  146  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  personnel  (approximately  1,500  persons) 
would  be  active  at  the  new  site  one  weekend  each  month. 

4.  Probable  Enivironmental  Effects 


Environmental  effects  will  vary  with  each  alternative  site  location.  In  general, 
environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project  may  include  the  following: 
perceived  noise  and  visual  intrusion,  impacts  to  growth  and  development  under 
flight  patterns,  impacts  on  adjacent  land  uses,  pre-emption  of  planned  and 
proposed  land  use,  impacts  on  other  general  aviation  aircraft,  motor  vehicle 
traffic  impacts  each  month,  impacts  on  biological  resources,  arxl  impacts  on 
agriculture  (Air  Force  Plant  #42,  Palmdale,  and  Point  Mugu  only).  In  addition  the 
secondary  affects  of  the  Air  National  Guard  relocation  from  the  Van  Nuys  Airport 
in  terms  of  the  re-use  and  redevelopment  of  the  vacated  base  may  also  be 
considered. 

5.  Scoping  Process 

This  Notice  of  Preparation  invites  comments  regarding  study  issues  and 
alternatives  from  affected  agencies.  In  addition  to  its  function  under  State  law, 
this  notice  is  intended  to  intiate  the  scoping  process  with  cooperating  federal 
agencies.  Scoping  meetings  to  receive  public  comment  are  scheduled  as  follows: 

Point  Mugu  Area 

Monday,  August  13,  1984,  7:00  -  9:00  p.m. 

Frontier  High  School 
Pleasant  Valley  Road 
Camarillo,  California 

Norton  Air  Force  Base  Area 

Tuesday,  August  14, 1984,  7:00  -  9:00  p.m. 

San  Gorgonio  High  School 
2299  E.  Pacific  Street 
San  Bernardino,  California 


DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


NOTICE  OP  PREPARATION 
STATE  AGENCIES 


Gary  Agid . 

Chief,  Air  Resource  Board 
P.O.  Box  2815 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

California  State  Clearinghouse 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Rick  Aguayo 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
805  West  Avenue  "3" 
Lancaster,  CA  93534 


3erome  S.  Lukas,  Ph.D 
Coordinator,  Noise  Control  Program 
Department  of  Health  Services 
Berkeley,  CA  94704 

Mark  Mispagei 

Chief,  Department  of  Transportation 
Division  of  Aeronautics 
1120  "N"  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Dave  Nelson  . 

Environmental  Review  Section 


South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management 
District 

3.A.  Stuart,  Executive  Officer 
9150  Flair  Drive 
El  Monte,  CA  91731 

Los  Angeles  County  Flood  Control 
3ames  L.  Easton,  Chief  Engineer 
P.O.  Box  2418, 

Terminal  Annex 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90031 

Ventura  County  Flood  Control 
G.3.  Nowak 

800  South  Victoria  Avenue 
Ventura,  CA  93009 

San  Bernardino  County  Flood  Control 
B.L.  Ingram,  Deputy  Administrator  of 
Public  Works 
825  East  Third  Street 
San  Bernardino,  CA  92415-0835 

Southern  California  Association  of 
Governments 
Mark  Arpers 

600  S.  Commonwealth  Ave.,  Suite  1000 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90005 

State  Department  of  Fish  and  Came 
1416  Ninth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 


Department  of  Transportation 
Division  of  Aeronautics 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

BUI  Wasser 

CALTRANS,  District  7 
120  South  Spring  Street 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90012 


State  Health  Department 
1600  Ninth  Street,  Room  460 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Director,  CALTRANS,  District  8 
247  West  Third  Street 
San  Bernardino,  CA  92403 


Robert  P.  Ghirelli 
Executive  Officer 

California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
107  South  Broadway,  #4027 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90012-4596 
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THE  BELOV  LISTED  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  RECEIVED 


NOTICE  OP  INTENT 

(Federal  Register,  VoL,  49,  No.  14,  page  2506) 
Friday,  January  20th,  19S4 


Naval  Air  Station  at  Point  Mugu 
Public  Affairs  Office 
Mr.  Lucasey 
Point  Mugu,  CA  93402 

Public  Affairs  Office 
Jackie  Bunn 
63  MAW/PA, 

Norton  AFB,  CA  92409 

U.S.  Air  Force  Plant  #42  at  Palmdale 
Flight  Operations  Officer 
Major  James  West 
Palmdale,  CA  93550 

Herman  Bliss 

Manager,  Airports  Division 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 
Western  Pacific  Region 
P.O.  Box  92007 
Worldway  Postal  Center 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90009-2007 

Rick  Hoffman 

Acting  Chief,  EIS  Review  Section 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
215  Fremont  Avenue, 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Arnold  Kohnheim 

Chief,  Environmental  and  Energy 

Programs  Division 

Office  of  Economic  Analysis 

Civil  Aeronautics  Board, 

Washington  D.C. 

U.S.  Soil  and  Conservation  Services 
318  Cayuga  Street,  Suite  206 
Salinas,  CA  93901 
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Air  Force  Plan  #42  (Palmdale)  Area 
Wetkiesday,  August  13, 1984,  7:00  -  9:00  p.m. 

Knights  of  Columbus  Hall 
729  W.  Avenue  M. 

Lancaster,  California 

Van  Nuys  Area 

Thursday,  August  16, 1984,  7:00  -  9:00  p.m. 

Reseda  Women's  Club 
7901  Lindley  Avenue 
Reseda,  California 

To  participate  in  the  public  scoping  process,  you  may  make  verbal  and/or  written 
statements  at  the  above-listed  public  scoping  meetings,  or  send  written  comments 
to: 


MSGT  Riley  Black, 

Public  Affairs  Office, 

I46th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing, 
8030  Balboa  Blvd., 

Van  Nuys,  California  91409 


We  will  need  the  name  and  telephone  number  of  the  appropriate  contact  person  in 
your  agency. 

Due  to  the  time  limit  established  by  State  law,  your  response  must  be  sent  at  the 
earliest  possible  date,  but  not  later  than  30  days  after  the  receipt  of  this  notice. 


FOR  THE  COMMANDER 


RONALD  A.  DOERR 
Major,  CA  ANG 
Environmental  Coordinator 


Atch 

Location  Maps  (4) 
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CARPOOL  EMISSIONS  SAVINGS 
(1985) 

ROC:  Carpool 

5  miles  0  35  mph  =  .61  gram/mile  x  5  mi  =  3.05  grams 
11  miles  @  50  mph  =  .49  gram/mile  x  5  mi  =  5.39  grams 
3.05  +  5.39  =  R  =  8.44  grams 

Cold  Start  r  7.93  grams  (morning)  +  7.36  grams  (evening) 

Crankcase  =  0.004  gram/mi  x  16  mi  =  .064  grams 

Soak  =  2.523  grams 

T  =  R  +  Cold  +  Soak  +  Crankcase 

T  (morning)  =  8.44  +  7.93  +  .064  +  2.523  =  18.957  grams 

T  (evening)  =  8.44  +  7.36  +  .064  +  2.523  =  18.387  grams 

Total  =  18.957  +  18.387  =  37.344  gr/day/carpool  =  0.0823  Ib/day/carpool 

Driving  Alone 

4  miles  (9  35  mph  =  .61  gram/mi  x  4  mi  =  2.44  grams 
11  miles  (3  50  mph  =  .49  gram/mi  x  11  mi  =  5.39  grams 
2.44  +  5.39  =  7.83  grams  =  R 

Cold  Start  =  7.93  grams  (morning)  +  7.36  grams  (evening) 

Crankcase  =  0.004  gram/mile  x  15  mi  =  0.060  grams 
Soak  =  2.523  grams 

T  (morning)  =  7.83  +  7.93  +  0.06  +  2.523  =  18.343  grams 
T  (evening)  =  7.83  +  7.36  +  0.06  +  2.523  =  17.73  grams 
Total  =  18.343  +  17.773  =  36.116 
=  0.0796  Ib/day/car  alone 

2.4  X  .0796  -  .0823  =  .10874  Ib/day/carpool  (saved) 

.10874  X  260  days  +  2,000  =  .0141 
33.2  tpy  -  13.69  tpy  =  19.51  typ  ROC 

19.51  +.0141  =  1,384  carpools  required  at  $30.47  per  carpool  =  $42,161 
NOx;  Carpool 

5  miles  (9  35  mph  =  1.55  gram/mile  x  5  mi  =  7.75  grams 

11  miles  @  50  mph  =  1.72  gram/mile  x  11  mi  =  18.92  grams 
R  =  7.75  +  18.92  =  26.67 

Cold  Start  =  2.12  grams  (morning  or  evening) 

T  =  2  (R+S)  =  2  x  28.79  =  57.58  grams  =  0.12694  Ib/day/carpool 

Driving  Alone 

4  miles  (9  35  mph  =  1.55  gram/mile  x  4  mi  =  6.20  grams 
11  miles  (9  50  mph  =  1.72  gram/mile  x  11  mi  =  18.92  grams 
Cold  Start  =  2.12  grams  (morning  or  evening) 

T  =  2  (R+S)  =  2  X  27.24  =  54.48  grams  =  0.12011  Ib/day/car  alone 

2.4  X  0.12011  -  0.12694  =  0.161324  Ib/day/carpool 
0.161324  X  260  days/yr  + 2,000  =  .0210 

14.4  typ  -  13.69  tpy  =  =  .71  tpy  NO 

.71  +.0210  =  33.81  carpools  requireo  at  $30.47  per  carpool  =  $1,030 


APPENDIX  Vn 


NOISE 


Characteristics  of  Noise 


Noise  is  most  often  defined  as  unwanted  sound.  However,  sound  is  measureable, 
whereas  noise  is  subjective.  Sound  is  created  when  an  object  vibrates  and  radiates 
part  of  its  energy  as  acoustic  pressure  or  waves  through  a  medium,  such  as  air  or 
water.  Sound  is  measured  in  terms  of  amplitude  and  frequency. 

Most  research  into  the  effects  of  aircraft  noise  on  human  activities  has  been  in  the 
areas  of  loudness  or  annoyance.  The  first  of  these  (loudness)  is  a  rather 
straightforward  judgment  which  people  tend  to  repeat  reliably  in  controlled 
experiments.  The  judgments  of  annoyance  form  a  much  broader  distribution  and 
tend  to  be  influenced  by  different  factors  in  different  people.  Characteristics, 
such  as  duration  of  the  noise,  rate  of  repetition  of  the  events  or  specific  time  of 
occurrence  for  the  events  affect  individuals'  reactions  to  aircraft  noise.  These 
responses  may  be  termed  "contextual  effects"  and  appear  to  contribute  to  the 
overall  environmental  impact. 

Noise  Measures 


A  special  rating  scale  called  the  A-weighted  decibel  scale  (dBA)  has  been  devised 
to  relate  sound  to  the  sensitivity  of  the  human  ear.  The  decibel  scale  interprets 
sound  energy  at  a  different  ratio  than  the  human  ear  does.  The  decibel  scale  is 
logarithmic.  An  increase  of  10  decibels  is  a  tenfold  increase  in  sound  energy. 
However,  the  human  ear  often  judges  an  increase  of  10  decibels  as  a  doubling  of 
noise.  Another  imr  rtant  characteristic  of  the  decibel  scale  is  that  sound  levels 
are  not  directly  combined  when  added.  For  example,  if  one  aircraft  flyover  emits 
65  dBA,  and  another  aircraft  flyover  produces  a  maximum  of  65  dBA  nearby,  it 
does  not  generate  a  total  noise  level  of  130  dBA.  Rather,  the  total  noise  energy 
level  would  be  68  dBA.  The  result  is  based  upon  the  logarithmic  nature  of  the 
decibel  scale.  This  is  an  important  concept  to  remember  when  considering  an  area 
exposed  to  more  than  one  source  of  noise. 

Research  has  also  found  that  individual  responses  to  noise  are  difficult  or 
impossible  to  predict.  Some  people  are  annoyed  at  every  little  noise,  while  others 
seem  impervious  to  the  most  raucous  events.  Other  responses  can  fail  anywhere 


between  these  extremes.  It  is  possible,  however,  to  predict  the  responses  of  groups 
of  people.  Consequently,  community  response,  not  individual  response,  has 
emerged  as  the  prime  index  of  aircraft  noise  measurement. 

In  relation  to  aircraft  noise,  several  methodologies  have  received  wide  usage  in 
past  years.  Among  the  most  commonly  used  are  Composite  Noise  Rating  (CNR) 
and  Noise  Exposure  Forecast  (NEF)  and  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  (Ldn). 
These  metrics  measure,  weight,  and  average  individual  noise  events  over  a  given 
time  (day,  week,  year)  to  describe  the  overall  noise  environment  of  a  given  area.  A 
methodology  has  been  developed  which  is  related  directly  to  the  dBA  scale  and  can 
be  used  to  quantify  noise  from  a  variety  of  sources.  Termed,  Community  Noise 
Equivalent  Level  (CNEL),  this  measure  is  accepted  by  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA),  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  and  the 
California  Department  of  Transportation,  Division  of  Aeronautics. 

Mathematically,  the  CNEL  is  computed  by  the  following  equation: 

CNEL  =  SENEL  +  10  Log  W(Njj  +  3N^  +  lON^)  -  k'Kk 

SENEL  =  Average  Single  Event  Noise  Exposure  Level  (SENEL)  value  in  a 
24-hour  period  of  all  aircraft  operations.  This  value  combines 
both  intensity  and  duration  into  a  single  measure  of  aircraft 
flyover  noise. 

W  =  The  total  volume  of  aircraft  in  a  24-hour  period. 

Nj  =  Percentage  of  aircraft  events  from  7:00  a.m.  to  7:00  p.m. 

N^  =  Percentage  of  aircraft  events  from  7:00  p.m.  to  10:00  p.m. 

N^  =  Percentage  of  aircraft  events  from  10:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m. 

The  Ldn  values  are  nearly  identical  to  the  CNEL  values,  the  only  difference  is  that 
with  Ldn  calculations,  there  is  no  penalty  for  aircraft  operations  between  7:00  p.m. 
to  10:00  p.m.  Consequently,  the  3N^  weighting  factor  shown  above  is  absent  from 
the  Ldn  formula.  Therefore,  the  CNEL  methodology  typically  produces  a 
marginally  larger  noise  contour  if  there  are  a  significant  number  of  events  between 
7:00  p.m.  and  10:00  p.m.  Conversely,  if  there  are  no  events  between  these  hours, 
the  contours  are  identical. 


CNEL  or  Ldn  levels  are  typically  depicted  as  contours.  Contours  are  an 
interpolation  of  noise  levels  and  drawn  to  connect  all  points  of  a  similar  level. 
Contours  appear  similar  to  topographical  contours  and  form  concentric  "footprints” 
about  a  noise  source.  It  is  these  footprints  of  noise  contours  drawn  about  an 
airport  which  are  used  to  predict  community  response  to  the  noise  from  aircraft 
using  that  airport. 

General  Characteristics  of  Aircraft  Noise 


Noise  produced  by  aircraft  in  flight  is  one  of  numerous  noise  events  occurring 
within  an  airport  environ.  It  is,  however,  the  one  intrusive  noise  source  that  covers 
the  broadest  area  and  affects  the  greatest  number  of  people  around  an  airport.  All 
noise  events  originate  and  spread  across  an  area  in  essentially  the  same  manner. 
Some  force  causes  a  pressure  disturbance,  and  this  spreads  through  the  air  as  an 
oscillating  pressure  wave.  The  size  of  the  generating  force  and  its  distance  to  the 
receptor  govern  the  sensation  of  loudness.  The  length  of  the  spreading  pressure 
waves  creates  the  sensation  of  pitch. 

Jet  engine  noise  arises  from  two  fundamentally  different  sources.  The  lower 
pitched  roaring  noise  which  is  predominant  during  takeoff  operations  is  produced  by 
the  turbulent  mixing  of  the  high  velocity  engine  exhaust  flow  with  the  surrounding 
air.  This  turbulence  creates  the  pressure  fluctuations  which  move  through  the  air, 
are  perceived  as  noise  by  the  listener.  The  loudness  of  this  component  of  jet 
engine  noise  is  related  most  directly  to  the  power,  or  thrust,  generated  by  the 
engine.  The  highest  engine  thrust  levels  are  produced  during  the  takeoff  roll  and 
initial  climb  by  the  aircraft. 

The  second  distinct  component  of  Jet  engine  noise  is  produced  by  the  rotating 
turbofan  machinery.  This  noise  varies  from  the  high  pitched  noise  heard  during  a 
landing  approach  to  the  buzzing  noise  which  becomes  apparent  in  some  aircraft 
during  a  takeoff  climb  after  the  initial  takeoff  thrust  has  been  reduced.  These 
turbolan  engine  noises  are  usually  masked  or  covered  over  by  the  jet  exhaust  noise 
during  initial  takeoff  operations  and  become  audible  when  the  maximum  engine 
thrust  is  reduced  to  lower  levels. 


One  significant  implication  from  this  complex  structure  of  jet  engine  noise  is  that 
some  aircraft  noises  are  less  objectionable  to  observers  than  others  at  the  same 
loudness  level  due  to  the  differences  in  the  sound  frequency  composition  (pitch  and 
harmonic  structure)  of  the  noise. 

Propeller-driven  aircraft  generate  noise  via  engine  operations  and  the  propellers' 
interaction  with  the  air.  The  components  of  engine  noise  are  produced  by  rapidly 
moving  engine  parts  and  the  engirje  exhaust.  The  latter  component  is  often  the 
most  noticeable.  The  level  of  noise  generated  by  engine  exhaust  is  affected  most 
by  the  horsepower  of  the  engine  and  muffling  qualities  of  the  exhaust  pipes. 

The  noise  generated  by  the  propeller  is  a  byproduct  of  the  blade's  rapid  sweeping 
motion  through  the  air  which,  of  course,  propels  the  aircraft.  The  level  of  noise 
generated  by  the  propellers  is  dependent  upon  their  size  and  shape,  and  the  speed 
at  which  the  propellers  are  rotating.  The  noise  generated  by  a  propeller-driven 
aircraft  will  vary  greatly  with  the  power  setting,  mode  of  flight  and  pilot 
techniques.  In  general,  propeller-driven  aircraft  produce  less  noise  than  jet 
aircraft  and  are  often  perceived  by  listeners  as  being  less  noisy. 

Helicopter  noise  is  produced  in  a  manner  similar  to  propeller  driven  aircraft.  Both 
the  operations  of  the  engine  and  the  main  rotor  contribute  to  the  noise  output  of 
the  aircraft.  The  main  rotor,  however,  contributes  a  great  deal  more  to  the 
annoysinre  factor  of  the  noise  impact  than  does  a  propeller.  As  with  propellers,  the 
shape,  size,  and  speed  at  which  the  main  rotor  is  rotating  will  determine  the  level 
of  noise  produced.  Main  rotors  are  typically  thicker  and  longer  than  propellers  and 
intrinsically  produce  a  higher  level  of  noise.  Some  military  helicopters  generate 
noise  containing  short  duration  impulse  peaks  superimposed  on  the  continuous  sound 
pressure  versus  time  wave  form. 

""he  impulse  peaks  are  described  as  a  "popping”  or  "slapping"  sound.  This 
phenomenon  is  generally  termed  "blade  slap."  Blade  slap  has  been  associated  with 
such  military  helicopters  as  the  UH-IN,  CH-47  and  CH-46.  (The  latter  currently 
operates  at  NAS  Pt.  Mugu.)  These  helicopters  have  the  common  characteristic  of 
high  main  rotor  blade  tip  speeds,  typically  over  750  feet/second.  The  movement  of 
the  rotor  blade  through  the  turbulent  wake  appears  to  create  the  phenomenon. 


Blade  slap  is  also  associated  with  sound  pressure  generated  vibrations  which  are 
perceived  as  rattling  noises.  This  noise  is  transmitted  when  loose  window  frames, 
glass  panels,  cabinet  doors,  etc.  are  set  in  motion  by  the  impulsive  sound  pressure 
waves.  Although  more  common  to  the  operation  of  helicopters,  rattling  noise  is 
generated  by  propeller  and  jet  aircraft  also. 

Aircraft  noise  creates  the  same  general  duration  patterns  as  any  moving 
transportation  noise  source  passing  near  a  stationary  observer.  The  noise  emerges 
from  the  prevailing  background  noise  at  the  observer's  location  and  rises  to  a 
maximum  or  peak  level,  then  decreases  until  it  reaches  a  level  below  the 
background.  The  duration  of  this  process  depends  upon  the  proximity  of  the 
observer  to  the  path  of  the  noise  source,  the  maximum  level  of  the  noise  event,  the 
ambient  noise  characteristics,  and  the  presence  or  absence  of  any  barriers  to  line- 
of-sight  noise  transmission. 

Aircraft  noise-related  problems  are  most  severe  in  residential  neighborhoods 
closest  to  an  airport.  As  aircraft  climb  to  enroute  altitudes,  the  noise  attenuation 
of  structures  and  surfaces  which  otherwise  reflect  and  block  the  transmission  of 
sound  is  diminished.  When  this  occurs,  more  of  the  population  is  exposed  to  the 
resulting  noise  output.  As  the  climb  continues,  however,  the  noise  levels  decrease 
due  to  the  increasing  distance  between  the  aircraft  and  the  observer. 

Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone  Studies  (AlCUZ) 

The  issue  of  land  use  and  airports  is  primarily  one  of  compatibility  between  the 
airport-caused  noise  and  the  human  activity  occurring  in  the  areas  surrounding  the 
airport.  Airport  noise  and  land  use  compatibility  have  been  important  environ¬ 
mental  issues  in  environmental  impact  studies  since  the  inception  of  the  NEPA  in 
1969.  There  are  also  special  programs  that  deal  specifically  with  this  issue. 


The  required  noise  and  land  use  studies  conducted  for  Air  Force  and  Navy 
installations  are  the  Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone  (AICUZ)  studies.  The 
AICUZ  program  objectives  are  to  protect  military  installation  operational 
capability  from  the  effects  of  incompatible  land  use  and  to  assist  local,  regional. 
State  and  Federal  officials  in  protecting  and  promoting  the  public  health,  safety 


and  welfare  by  providing  information  on  aircraft  accident  hazards  and  noise. 
AICUZ  programs  have  been  developed  for  Norton  AFB,  AF  Plant  and  NAS 
Point  Mugu.  Both  Norton  AFB  and  NAS  Point  Mugu  are  in  the  process  of  updating 
their  AICUZ  programs.  However,  at  the  time  of  this  environmental 
documentation,  both  of  those  AlCUZ's  are  in  preliminary  stages  and  are  not 
available  for  public  dissemination.  Land  use  compatibility  information  and  general 
guidance,  by  land  use  category  for  the  AICUZ  program  is  show  as  Table  VII- 1. 

For  land  use  compatibility  assessments,  the  day/night  average  sound  level  (Ldn)  is 
the  common  descriptor  used  when  NEPA  applies.  The  Ldn  descriptor  is  used  for  all 
AICUZ  studies  and  for  all  study  updates.  In  California,  at  commercial  and  general 
aviation  CNEL  is  the  accepted  metric.  As  shown  previously,  the  only  difference  in 
the  two  metrics  is  a  weighted  penalty  (approximately  5  decibels)  for  aircraft 
events  between  7:00  p.m.  and  10:00  p.m.  Since  the  ANG  has  very  few  operations 
during  this  time  frame,  both  metrics  apply  simultaneously. 

Included  in  this  Appendix  are  the  noise  contours  developed  as  part  of  the  latest 
adopted  AICUZ  at  Norton  AFB,  Palmdale  AF  Plant  #42  and  at  NAS  Point  Mugu. 
These  figures  include  VII- 1,  VII-2  and  VII-3.  Based  upon  the  noise  contours 
presented  in  Figure  VII-1,  there  are  an  estimated  11,610  acres  within  the  65  Ldn 
contour  at  Norton  AFB.  Figure  VII-2  represents  the  noise  contours  for  AF 
Plant  #42  which  includes  14,410  acres  within  the  65  Ldn  contour.  The  latest 
adopted  noise  contours  for  NAS  Point  Mugu  are  shown  in  Figure  VII-3. 


TABLE  VII- 1.  LAND  USE  COMPATIBILITY  GUIDELINES 


Land  Use 

Day  Night  Average  Sound  Levels 

Category 

85 

8-85 

75-80 

70-75 

65-70 

Residential 

I 

1 

1 

30^ 

25^ 

Industrial/ 

Manufacturing 

I 

C^ 

C^ 

c‘* 

C 

Transportation 
Communication  and 
Utilities 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

Commercial/ 

Retail  Trade 

I 

I 

30 

25 

C 

Personal  and 

Business  Services 

1 

I 

30 

25 

C 

Public  and  Quasi- 
Public  Services 

I 

I 

1 

30 

25 

Outdoor  Recreation 

I 

1 

I 

(-6/5 

C 

Resource  Production/ 
Open  Space 

C 

c7 

c7 

c 

C 

The  alphanumeric  entries  are  explained  on  the  footnotes  on  the  next  page. 

Source;  Air  National  Guard  Airspace  Environmental  Assessment 

Preparation  Guide.  August  1982.  Prepared  by;  ANGSC/DEV, 
Stop  18,  Andrews  AFB  MD  20331 


TABLE  Vn-2.  LAND  USE  COMPATIBILITY  GUIDELINES  FOOTNOTES 


1  -  Incompatible 
C  -  Compatible 
35,  30  or  25 

35^,  30^^ 
or  25’* 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 


The  land  use  and  related  structures  are  not  compatible  and 
should  be  prohibited. 

The  land  use  and  related  structures  are  compatible  without 
restriction  and  should  be  considered. 

The  land  use  is  generally  compatible;  however,  a  Noise  Level 
Reduction  (NLR)  of  35,  30  or  25  must  be  incorporated  into 
the  design  and  construction  of  the  structure. 

The  land  use  is  generally  compatible  with  NLR:  however, 
such  NLR  does  not  necessarily  solve  noise  difficulties  and 
additional  evaluation  is  warranted. 

Although  it  is  recognized  that  local  conditions  may  require 
residential  uses  in  these  Compatible  Use  Districts  (CUD),  this 
use  is  strongly  discouraged  in  Ldn  70-75  and  discouraged  in 
Ldn  65-70.  "nie  absence  of  viable  alternative  development 
options  should  be  determined  and  an  evaluation  indicating 
that  a  demonstrated  community  need  for  residential  use 
would  not  be  met  if  development  were  prohibited  in  these 
CUD'S  should  be  conducted  prior  to  approvals. 

A  NLR  of  35  must  be  incorporated  into  the  design  and 

construction  of  portions  of  these  buildings  where  the  public  is 
received,  office  areas  or  where  the  normal  noise  level  is  low. 

A  NLR  of  30  must  be  incorporated  into  the  design  and 

construction  of  portions  of  these  buildings  where  the  public  is 
received,  office  areas  or  where  the  normal  noise  level  is  low. 

A  NLR  of  25  must  be  incorporated  into  the  design  and 

construction  of  portions  of  these  buildings  where  the  public  is 
received,  office  areas  or  where  the  normal  noise  level  is  low. 

Facilities  must  be  low  intensity. 

A  NLR  of  25  must  be  incorporated  into  buildings  for  this  use. 
Residential  structures  not  permitted. 


and  welfare  by  providing  information  on  aircraft  accident  hazards  and  noise. 
AICUZ  programs  have  been  developed  for  Norton  AFB,  AF  Plant  #42  and  NAS 
Point  Mugu.  Both  Norton  AFB  and  NAS  Point  Mugu  are  in  the  process  of  updating 
their  AICUZ  programs.  However,  at  the  time  of  this  environmental 
documentation,  both  of  those  AlCUZ's  are  in  preliminary  stages  and  are  not 
available  for  public  dissemination.  Land  use  compatibility  information  and  general 
guidance,  by  land  use  category  for  the  AICUZ  program  is  show  as  Table  VII- 1. 

For  land  use  compatibility  assessments,  the  day/night  average  sound  level  (Ldn)  is 
the  common  descriptor  used  when  NEPA  applies.  The  Ldn  descriptor  is  used  for  all 
AICUZ  studies  and  for  all  study  updates.  In  California,  at  commercial  and  general 
aviation  CNEL  is  the  accepted  metric.  As  shown  previously,  the  only  difference  in 
the  two  metrics  is  a  weighted  penalty  (approximately  5  decibels)  for  aircraft 
events  between  7:00  p.m.  and  10:00  p.m.  Since  the  ANG  has  very  few  operations 
during  this  time  frame,  both  metrics  apply  simultaneously. 

Included  in  this  Appendix  are  the  noise  contours  developed  as  part  of  the  latest 
adopted  AICUZ  at  Norton  AFB,  Palmdale  AF  Plant  #42  and  at  NAS  Point  Mugu. 
These  figures  include  VII- 1,  VII-2  and  VII- 3.  Based  upon  the  noise  contours 
presented  in  Figure  VII-1,  there  are  an  estimated  11,610  acres  within  the  65  Ldn 
contour  at  Norton  AFB.  Figure  Vll-2  represents  the  noise  contours  for  AF 
Plant  #42  which  includes  14,410  acres  within  the  65  Ldn  contour.  The  latest 
adopted  noise  contours  for  NAS  Point  Mugu  are  shown  in  Figure  VIl-3. 

Engine  Test  Cell  Noise 

An  evaluation  was  conducted  to  determine  if  engine  test  cells  could  be  placed  at 
each  of  the  three  sites  in  such  a  way  as  to  keep  noise  levels  at  sensitive  receptors 
equal  to  or  less  than  65  dBA.  At  each  proposed  site,  it  was  assumed  that  test  cells 
would  be  oriented  with  the  propeller  facing  directly  into  the  prevailing  winds.  This 
is  the  typical  test  cell  orientation. 


The  orientation  of  the  test  cell  is  important  since  the  direction  in  which  the 
propeller  is  positioned  influences  the  noise  levels  perceived  at  the  receptor  site.  A 
0-degree  heading  assumes  that  the  engine  propellers  are  facing  directly  towards 


the  receptor  point,  while  a  ISO-degree  heading  orients  the  propeller  directly  away. 
Generally,  receptor  points  located  directly  behind  the  rotating  propeller  experience 
the  least  noise. 

Using  the  NOISEMAP  version  4.1  data  base,  it  was  determined  that  the  test  cell  at 
Norton  AFB,  oriented  into  prevailing  winds  at  100  degrees  without  mitigaton,  must 
be  at  least  2,250  feet  from  the  receptor  site  to  keep  noise  levels  at  65  dBA  or  less. 
Within  the  Norton  AFB  site,  however,  the  test  cell  could  be  located  as  far  as 
2,500  feet  from  the  nearest  residential  area  located  north  of  3rd  Street.  In  the 
latter  case,  the  noise  level  at  the  receptor  would  be  62.9  dBA. 

At  the  AF  Plant  //42,  with  a  140  degree  orientation  to  the  residences  north  of 
Avenue  M,  the  test  cell  need  only  be  1,600  feet  from  the  nearest  sensitivie 
receptor.  Given  the  configuration  of  this  site,  however,  the  test  cell  could  be 
positioned  as  far  away  as  5,000  feet  from  any  residential  use.  At  this  distance,  the 
noise  level  at  the  receptor  would  be  59.9  dBA. 

The  NAS  Point  Mugu  site  presents  the  ideal  situation  for  test  cell  orientation  since 
the  since  the  best  attenuation  angle  of  180  degrees  can  be  achieved.  In  order  for 
test  cell  noise  levels  at  the  trailer  court  abutting  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  NAS 
Point  Mugu  to  be  at  or  below  65  dBA  the  cell  can  be  less  than  500  feet  away  from 
the  site  boundary.  The  level  of  a  test  cell  located  500  feet  from  the  receptor 
would  only  be  52.2  dBA. 
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FIGURE  VII-2 
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